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[PREFACE 


* E learned Author of the Book I 


am going to anſwer, as far as it 
concerns my ſelf, ſets out with a 


55 


lous Reſtorers, who have lately made an un- 
happy Breach in the Church, have ſince thought 
7 fit to change the Scene, and to drop King Ed. 
Ward VI. s Liturgy, in behalf of which they 
had ſet out with a great deal of Warmth and 


3 ther of their own. 7 therefore think proper 
to acquaint the Reader with the true State 
cf the Caſe. Biſhop Hickes ſeveral Tears ago 
publiſb d a Book, called, The Chriſtian Prieſt- 
hood, Cc. together with ſome other Tracts: 
F As an Appendix to which he alſo publiſh'd 

the Communion Office of the firſt Engliſh. 
F | Reform d Liturgy, compiled by our Biſhops 


4 N 1 17 King Edward VI. In his Prefatory Diſ- 
s A 2 courſe, 


Preface beginning thus: Our zca- 


Eagerneſs, and inſtead of that to compile ano- 


and Divines in the ſecond and third Tears 


(iv) 


courſe, and other Parts of the Treatiſes and 
Appendix there publiſped, he very much preſſed 


4 Reſtoration of ſome Prayers and Directions 


which were in that Liturgy, but which upon 


4 Review of it had been afterwards expung- 


ed: Amongſt which were the Mixture of Wa- 
ter with the ſacramental Wine, Prayers for the 


Faithful departed, the Oblation of the Ele- 
ments by a Prayer tor that purpoſe, and theln- F q 
vocation of the Holy Ghoſt to bleſs and ſancti. 
fy them, and make them the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt. He alſo in his * ſecond Collection 


of Controverſial Letters betwixt himſelf and 


a Popiſh Prieſt, recommended the Unction of 3 
the Sick; as preſcribed in that Liturgy. lh 


he did not reſtore theſe things amongſt cheſs 


of his own Communion I can't ſay : However 


he had written 17 much in favour of them, 
and ſaid ſo much fi 

that ſeveral of his Clergy thought it expeatent 
vo enquire and examine whether they were on- 


or the R foration of them, 


ly dclirable things, or really neceſſary and ef. 


ſential 20 Reljgion. And upon ſuch Enquiry 


they were convinced that the four Points re- 


' commended in the Chriſtian Prieſthood, and 
the other Treatiſes publiſhed with it, were 
abſolutely neceſſary to the due A miniſtration 


of the Euchariſt. The Unction of the ſick 
they alſo found to be an Apoſtolical Precept, 


mw an umi verſal Pradlice of the Church Ld F 


„ Pag. 137. 5 
the 


A 


_ be Reformation ; ; however as it ſeems to have 
ſe, been commanded and uſed for bodily Health, 
an they did not think it ſo neceſſary as ** other 
porn T7 which were, as they conceived, eſſential to a 
7 Facrament inſtituted by our Lord himſelf to 
UE e the Foodof eternal Life. Alſo by thus en. 
El.. e into the Practice of the Ae, Church 
eln. an the Miniſtration of Divine Ordinances , 
= ¶ they found that Confirmation had always been 
L = ale with Chriſm or Unction. Hon 
ion | ever this being an Office to be adminiſtred by 


1 Fes. only, the inferior Clergy did not thank 


lt ſo much their Concern, and therefore it was 


7 not mentioned. But as to the Mixture, Prayer 
h 15 for the Dead, the Oblation, and Invocation, 
s they thought them to be their own immediate 
ns 1 Concern, and therefore deſired ſome Prayers 
Ny and Directions might be added to the Commu- 
gen, nt on Office rwhereby thoſe things which had 


* N been expungcd out of the firſt Liturgy 4 R. ing 
7e. Edward VI. to pleaſe Calvin and his Friends, 


| be reſtored. \ But it was not deſired that 


1 ; \ they ſhould be reſtored becauſe they were in that 
217 1 but becauſe they had been in all the 


Days to the Reformation; N that 10 time could 
le affiened, no place could be named, where 
there was a Chriſtian Church that had omit- 
ted theſe things: Excepting that the Arme- 
4 L nians mixed not the Cup, but then they were 
condemned for it by a General Council of the 
Catholick Church, Neither was it deſin oo 
| has 


4 Liturgies of the Church from the Apoſtles | 


1 
\ 
' 
j 
ſ 


| 
f 


* 5 (vi) | þ 
that they ſhould be reſtored in the Words of 
| | that Liturgy ; provided we had the Things, 
 wemwere very little ſolicitous about the Form of 

Words. * And rather than to have made © 
| Breach, a great deal leſs than the Reſtoration © 
3 of that Liturgy was offered. And we con 
ceived it to have been offered to ſuch as had 
a Right and Authority to grant it: Becauſe 


W OR 


| as we maintain the Independency of the Church 
upon the State in Matters purely 3 we 
| conceived the Biſhops of the Church might _\ 
| correct or amend their own Liturgy as they 


„ ſhould judge expedient, without the Interpo. 
ſition of the State, However no Amendment 
could be obtained. The Majority of the Bi. 
ops and Clergy would not allow that an Iota 
or Tittle of the Office in the Common-Prayer 
| Book ſhould be altered. Hereupon the Biſhops 
| and Prieſts who believed that what was pro- 
poſed was an eſſential Part of Religion, and 
of abſolute Neceſſity in order to Salvation; 
| Judged, as the f Author of No Reaſon, GW. 
| expreſſes it, that in this Caſe, no Fear of its 
f | Conſequences muſt diſſuade from, or could 
| juſtify the Refuſal of it; but each one muſt 
if faithfully diſcharge his Duty, and leaye the 
l Events to God's All- wiſe Providence, which 
over rules all things, and can eaſily cauſe them 
to work together for Good to them that love 
him, And therefore rather choſe to ſeparate 
if  * Vindication of the Reaſons and Defence, p. 90, 91. 
Il "'F: $0; Vt. ; | 
lf from 


— ß 
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(vii) 

from the Communion of their Brethren, than 
3 longer to want that which we believed an ei- 
7 ſential Part of Religion, and of abſolute Ne. 
3 ceſſity in order to Salvation. Being therefore 
Z obliged to ſtparate, even in the Opinion of our 
2? Adverſaries themſebves, provided the things 
eve plead for areneceſſary, as we concerve we 

aue proved them to be, we could not ſte any 


Obligation to reſtore them barely in ſuch a Way 


4s we could have ſubmitted to in order to pre- 
vent that Separation. Our Brethren releaſed 
us from that Obligation by refuſmg to grant 
* the leaſt we could ſubmit to. Neither do ue, 

4s this learned Gentleman inſinuates in his 

Title Page, deny Communion to thoſe who 

cannot think themſelves at liberty to reject the 

Liturgy of the Church of England for the ſake 

of our New Communion Office being ſtill wil- 
ling to communicate with all thoſe who do not 
deviate from the Catholic Church of the beſt 
and pureſt Times, by rejecting the Mixture, 
Prayer for the Dead, the Oblation, and the 
Invocation ; which are the four Points we 
plead for as abſolutely neceſſary, and which 
Biſhop Hickes taught us ought to be reſtored. 

And this New Communion Office (as it 7s 

called, tho it contains nothing but what is 
' mucholder than the preſent Communion Office 
of the Church of England, where it differs 
from it) was compiled, not to deny Communion 
Fo thoſe who would not receive it, but only to 
preſerve a Uniformity among our ſelves, "till 
4 our 


would be glad to have reſtored. For ſo the Au- 
thorof No Necellity, Q. one of our moſt. Sed. 
Jous Opponents , tells us in the beginning of 
Zhat Book, ſaying, What you propoſe as Terms 
of Communion, I freely own are Aeſideranda; 

and ſhould BE HEARTILY GLAD to have them 
and many other valuable Uſages of the ancient 


have here the Confeſſion of an Adverſary that 
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our Brethren would agree to nA us what we 4 | gf 
believed and ſtill believe, notwithſtanding % Fae 
their Arguments to the contrary, to be blo. | 8 tho; 
lutely neceſſary. . Nay they themſelves own ka 
them to be deſirable: things, and what they WS 


Church reſtored in a regular way. So that we 


Zheſe are valuable Uſages ofthe ancient Church, 
and that he could be heartily glad to ſee them 
reſtored, only he dves not like the way we have 
talen to reſtore them. Well but how, have we 
dropped King Edward VI.'s Liturgy,” which is 
the Point the Author of No uſt Grounds, &c. 
note charges us with? He ſays, we have taken 
upon us to expunge the Decalogue. But the 
Decalogue is not in the Communion O Ace of K. 
Edward g fir/t Liturgy,nor indeed inany Commu- 
nionO ffice whatever that is notofa later Date. 
We cannot therefore be ſaid to haue dropt that 
Liturgy by not putting the Ten Command. 
Ars, which are no part of it," into our O f- 

The next Point is, that we pray that 
= Bread in the Euchariſt may be made our 
Saviour's Body, and the Cup his Blood, as for- 
N and expreſly as the wan Tranſub. 
ſtantialliſt 


we I gandiatic in Europe could do it. In the Book 
ng ] Fry No ſuthcient Reaſon, this learned Au- | 
{0- 4 8 hor had made the ſame Ohjection to u, ſay- 


wn ing, They now require to pray in theſe 

4 Words, SEND DOWN THINE HOLY SPIRIT, 
lu. ThE WITNESS OF THE PASSION OF OUR LORD 
ea- Fig UPON: THIS SACRIFICE, THAT HE 


+ MAY MAKE THIS BREAD THE BODY OF THY 


ms CHRIST, AND THIS CUP THE BLOOD OF THY 
a; 7 7 CHr1IST, without any manner of Reſtriction, 
m and in as expreſs Terms as C. Dau Perron, of 
ent Bellarmin , or any of the molt ze alous Tran- 
We ſubſtantiators could ever deſire, and beyond 
4 


at © what isuſed in their Canon of the Maſs. Hui 
ch, I how; is this dropping the firſt Liturgy of Ring 
em Edward VI.? Did de ever plead to have that | 
e Tang y reſtored Mord for Word ? Me pleaded 
we N15 ſeme Prayers and Directions in that Li 
bor | bes to be reſtored in Senſe, but never in, ited 
Fe. | to have it reſtored in the very Words. And 


en is there not a Petition to the [ame $, enſe with 
be - | thc in that Liturzy ? Moſt certainly there i is, 
K. 12 the Author of No Sufficient Reaſon cites 
2 it in the ſame place. Hear us (O merci- 
te. I Father) we beicech thee, and with thy Ho- 
at ly Spirit and Word vouchſafe to bleſs and ſan- 
1d at theſe thy Gifts and Creatures of Bread 
7 and Wine, that they may be VN ro vs the Bo- 
lat 25 and Blood of thy moſt dearly beloved Son 
ur 4 Ie Chriſt. He has put the Ji ords UNTO us in 


No Sufficient Reaſon, p 85, 86. 


* 


a diftin- 


( x ) 
a 4 ;Pinguifhing Character, as if 2 Morde 
made a vaſt Difference betwixt the Prayer 
we uſe, and that which is in Kin 1 Edwards 
Liturgy. But as the Author of t 


e Vindica- 3 
tion of the Reaſons and ot c. * ſays, | 1 
This is to make a Diſtinction without a Piffe. 
rence. For unleſs the Bread and Cup are made 
| the Bopy AND BLOOD oF CHRIST by Conſecra- 
tion, how they can be ſo to us is paſt my Com- 
prehenſion. For how can they be the Body ® 
and Blood of Chriſt ud ro us, unleſs they are 
firſt the Body and Blood of Chriſt? And the 
only Reaſon ps Ve differ here in the Words, 
though not in Senſe from King Edward's Li- 


| _ turgy, was becauſe we thought it more expe- | 
f dient to uſe this Petition after the Oblation, 
Jil as it is in ALL Liturgies uſed in any Church 
ji before the Reformation excepting the Roman 
[| Canon. And that alſo is the only Communion % 
| Office before this of King Edward's that has 
l the Words UN ro vs inſerted in this Petition. 
hh And we have herein gone.no farther beyond ? 


— nn 


the Canon of the Maſs, than all Chriſtians, I 
excepting thoſe of the Communion of the 
Church of Rome, ever did before the Refor. 
mation. But do theſe Words ud ro us make | 
any thing againſt the Doctrine of Tranſubſtan- 
lj tiation? I am ſure they can't as they ſtand in 7 
| _ the firſt Liturgy of King Edward VI. or the | ;: 
Roman Mz//al: B ecauſe e they are there uſed 3 


1 


— — 
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Il | * Vindicat, of Reaſ. and Def. p. 110. Y 
| before : 


(x) 

J before the Words of Inſtitution, and conſe- 
144 L before even the Romaniſts let | 
1 Elements to be Tranſubſtantiated. But 

| we uſe this Prayer after the Words, This is 
by Er this is my Blood, have been pro- 
nbunced, and even then call the Elements, 
read and the Cup; which this Gentleman 
| can't but know the zealous Tranſubſtantia- 
tors would not do. But we pray that they 
may be made the Body and Blood, wITH- 
| OUT RESTRICTION, AS FORMALLY AND. Ex- 
j PRESLY AS THE FORWARDEST TRANSUBSTAN- 
| TIALIST IN Europe COULD Do IT. But I 
3 7 always looked upon Tranſubſtantiation, t be 
a RESTRICTION, and to determine the Mo- 
dus of the Change we believe to be made in 
the Elements by Conſecration. Therefore to 
pray that they may be made the Body and 
| | Blood wiITHOUT RESTRICTION, 7s very far 


PAS from what the zealous Tranſubſtantiators 
Fa ” | deſire. The Martyrs in Queen Mary's Reign 
| ay were ready enough to own the Euchariſt to 
"che E the Body and Blood of Chriſt, wirmour 
f A * RESTRICTION, If was only the Reſtriction 
efor- 4 157 Tranſubſtantiation which they ſtuck at, and 
2 # ſuffer d their Bodies to be burn'd rather than 


they would own it. The very Worthy and 
Learned Mr. Spinckes * obſerves this par- 


ade, with Relation to Mr. Bradford the 
ale. Ir 1s, ſays he, His Bop yr. THIS 


1 Article of the Romiſh Tranſubſtantiation diſproved, 5. 4. 
I CONFEss: 


(i) 


I-CONFESS : AND PRAY YOU ALL HEARTILY 
TO. BEWARE OF THESE, AND SUCH LIKE 


Worps, THAT IT 1s BUT A S1GN OR 4 Fi- 7 


 GURE OF HIS Bopy : EXCEPT YOU WILL 1 
2 DISCERN BETWIXT SIGNS WHICH SIGNIFY 


ONLY, AND SIGNS WHICH ALSO DO REPRE- 


SENT.,, CONFIRM AND SEAL up, (OR, as a ® 
Man MAR SAY) GIVE WITH THEIR SIGNI- 


FICATION. This Holy Martyr here plainly 
calls it his, or Chriſt's Body, without any 
R eftriftion ; ; he declares that he believes and 
confeſſes it to be ſo; nay, he will not al. 


low it to be called the Sign or Figure of his 4 


Body, exc: ft. 4 Reſtriction be put to ſuch 
E xprefſions. Aud yet this would not ſatiſ: 


Ht 195 zealous Tranſubſtantidliſts, they burned 


him. at a Stake, becauſe he would not re- 


ſtrain the WW ords, This is my Body, to their q 
Senſe. And if the Reader will conſult ox, 
I doubt not but he will find many other 


Martyrs, that readily confeſſed, the Bread to 
be Chriſt's Body, and the Cup his Blood, 
WITHOUT RESTRICTION, and if that would 
have ſatisfi ed the Tranſubſtantiators , they 


would not have ſerupled to have ſavd their; 


Lives by ſuch a Confeſſion.  T have not Fox 
by ine, and will not pretend to give In- 
ſtances without Book, but T am ſatisfied 
there are many. ſuch there. What means 


then this Accuſution of Tranſubſtantiation 


and Improvements, and who can undertake 
to promiſe Where cheſe Reſtorers will ſtop at 
laſt ? 


to all the Corruptious of Poper 72 
l 1 have reſtored a very good Pr 


9 1 
: 
. 
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I laſt? As , theſe Reſtorers were running 2 
becaufe 
ayer 1255 
i as oppoſite to the Popiſh Doctrine of 
| Tranubſtantiation, as any thing in the Com- 
| munion Office the Accuſer himſelf uſes. $0 ob- 
| hr that in the Council of Florence, the 
| are mg tp excepted againſt it, as 
direct contrary to their Doctrine, and 
* would not be ſatisfied till ſome Latinizing 
1 Greeks put ſuch a Senſe upon them, as they 
# would by no means bear. And the very Mor- 


ty and Reverend Mr. Spinckes (though of 
the ſame Communion with this Gentleman, 


if he be, as he calls himſelf, a Non-juror, 
and therefore I hope his Authority will be of 
JT ſome Winks with him) cites * this very 


Prayer as an ancient Evidence againſt Tran- 


ſubſtantiation. For among ſt other clear. E. 

| vidences of the Primitive Fathers againſt 
that abſurd Doctrine, he thus introduces 
| 7he very Words of our Prayer which are 
| fore accuſed for being expreſs in Favour of 
| that Doctrine, ſa ing, Here I take Occaſion 


to mention alſo the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions 


at in which I find theſe Words, THAT HE MAY 


. | SHEW THIS BREAD THE BODY OF THY CHRIST, 
AND THIS CUP THE BLOOD OF THY CHRIST. 
Fur certainly to ſhe or make the Bread the 
| Boy of Chriſt, can never conſy ijt with Tran- 


2 Art. of Rom. Tranſub difproved, p. 77, 78. 
ſubſtan- 
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ther Thing, muſt retain the Subſtance of that | 
whereof it is made: Therefore to pray that 
the Bread may be MADE the Body of Chriſt, ® 


that no more remains of the Bread nd 
Wine but the Appearance only: which is 


88 of No ſufficient Reaſon, Oc. and 


| ſubſtantiation (and i it was not, ſo judici- | 
ous a Writer would never have produced it 
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(ir) L 
ſubſtantiation. For that which is made of ana- | Ki 
der 
E 


2 75 2 implies that the ſubſtance of the Bread 

believed to continue; whereas the | 
Grice of Tranſubſtantiation reaches not 
that the Bread is MADE the Body, * but © 
that there is made a converſion of the Whole 
Subſtance of the Bread into the Body; ſo 


4 * 
$9 1 


not to MAKE the Bread the Body, but to an- 
nihilate the Bread, and ſubſtitute the B 5 
in its room under the ſame Appearance. 1 
And I moſt heartily thank the Reverend 
Mr. Spinckes, for 5 ingenuouſly crane | 
as from the groundlifs Aſperfon which WF] 


o juſt Grounds, c. would 1a % upon Us. f 
For if this Prayer be inconſiſtent with Tran- 


— 


eee. 


as an Evidence againſt that Doctrine) then 
the rhetorical Flouriſh of this Author upon þ 
it falls to the Ground. Well, but we haue 
dropped King Edward's Liturgy again , 1 

we have added two new Offices for Unc- 
tion, the one in Confirmation, and the o- 

ther upon the ſick Bed. I confeſs indeed 


lbid. p. 3. 


148 
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(XV) 


ano: f | King Edward's Liturgy do's not exprefly or- 


that der the Unction at Confirmation; but it 
that ' ſeems to do ſo, when it enjoins thoſe words 
hriſt, 10 be ſaid, confirm and ſtrengthen them with 


read the inward Unction of the Holy Ghoſt, 
the which ſeem improper without ſome viſible 
nt *} Sign of that Unition; and we know that 
* but Chriſm or Unction was always uſed at Con- 
hole Frmation from the Apoſtles Days in all 
; lo Times and all Places to the Reformation. 
i 3 And for the Unition of the Sick, that is 
expreſly enjoined in King Edward's Liturgy. 
; the ſick Perſon deſire it; and the Prayer 
appointed there is the very ſame that is re- 
trained in our Office on that occaſion. So 
that this Gentleman is very unlucky in all 
His Inſtances where he accuſes us of drop- 

the ping King Edward VI.s Liturgy, for there 
and is not one of them which is not conform- 


able to it. Therefore his Accuſation of any 


3 Vnſtcadineſs already ſhewn is apparently 
* falſe and groundleſs : Nor have we given 
any cauſe to doubt what other ſteps may in 
time be thought neceſſary to be taken. And 
be had no manner of Reaſon to urge our 
= Unftcadineſs as a ſeaſonable Caution to all 


that tender the Welfare either of themſelves, 
or of the Church whereof they are Mem- 
bers, to beware how they entertain any 7 
Thoughts of ever joining themſelves to us. 
= #hat we pretended to from the Beginning 
of this Diſpute was the Reſtoration of pri- 

"Þ | mirlye 


( vi ) 


mitive Doctrines and Practices. It 7s true, 


the firſt Liturgy of King Edward VI. was i 
ſpoken of and recommended as better in ſome 
Pra pers and Directions than the ſecond Li- 
urg) of that King's Reign, which has been 
fince followed; but then it was not recom- | 
mended upon the Authority of thoſe who Þ 
compiled it, or any other Authority of that 


Age ; but only as theſe Prayers and *Direc- 


trons were | apparently conformable to the 


Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive 
Church in the firſt and pureſt Ages. There- 


fore though in our new Offices we had al 


along a due regard to King Edward's Lt- 
turgy, and have been very far from dropping 
it, (as this Author wrongfully accuſes us to 
have done in order to perſuade People to be- 
ware of us, as defining Perſons that have 
a Purpoſe to draw them into Popery, and 
on that Account pretend one Thing and do 
another) yet we thought proper to have a- 
mich greater regard to\the Doctrine and 
Practice of the Catholick Church at or before 
he Council of Nice, which we have all a- 
long profeſſed to make our Teſt and Stand- 
ard, and never pleaded for an / thing in King 
Edward VI.'s Liturgy but as it was "Tory 
able to that Standard, 
However it ſeems in this band Author's 
Opinion, we have no TOLERABLE Foundati- 
on for what we have hitherto. done, and are 


far from haying proved the ä 
0 


rue, 
vas of the Uſages we have taken upon us to re- 
>me vive. Not any one of them has been yet 
73. maintain d by ANY JUST. OR GOOD AUTHO- 
von, MRITY. | Tet they have been maintained by 
om. tht Scriptures, as underſtood by the conſen- 
»ho rient Doctrine of the Catholic Church in 
hat Fall Times, all Places, and by all the Faith- 
"oc. ful, from the Age immediately ſucceeding: the 
the e till ſome Schoolmen in the moſt 
be orrupt Ages of Popery began to teach the 
ere. Mixture to: be unneceſſary, Which is as 
all | 2 b 0 and as good Authority, as we have for 
Li. be Canon of the New Teſtament : That is, 
ing | 4 % s we habe to believe that Book as tranſ- 
5% Mritted to us, was written by me Apoſtles 
* [ and E vangeliſts whoſe Names it bears. This 
17 Was been ſpewed by all that have written 
a # | | n our Side of this Controverſy ; and ] can't 
% ut wonder, that this learned Gentleman 
6%. c 2 call that inſufficient Evidence, which 
ay | as good as any he can bring for the Ca. 
Ore Mn of Scripture; as good as can be brought 
. 1 for any hiforica Truth, for any thing that 
1 vas done or inſtituted before our Times. 
ins ® Hnd it is He, not We; that undervalues 
"mm. e Evidence we have for the Canon of 
* E when he ſays, that not one of 
, he Tawa we have Nee has been yet 
lr 4 aintained by any juſt or d Authort 
ar. ere 1 Ball . e the Wards * 
ry 1. * 

of ir Edward Dering in his collection of his own 
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Poeeches, 3: 17. 
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of 4. learned. Ae „n Countryman, 
ahich he ſpoke in the Parliament-Houſe in 
Defence of Epiſcopacy, and apply them to 
the preſent Occaſion. © They who deny that 
„ the. Mixture, Prayer for the Dead, the 
« Oblation, and Invocation, were the. con- 
« ftant Uſages, of the univerſal Church in 
« the beſt and. pureſt Times, I intreat ſome © 
«© one of them to ſtand up. to ſhew: me, teach 
« me, how I may prove , that ever there 
* was an Alexander of Macedon, or 4 Julius 
<« Czfar, or a William the Conqueror in the 
« World. For to me as plain, as evident 
« it is, that theſe have been the conſtant 
d uninterrupted Uſages of the Church. from | 
e the Apoſtles Days downward. And this ( 
being Matter of act, I do hope 3 1 
Proof will be ſufficient adequate 1 
that, which in its Fact is matter of 5 ” = 
tory. Bub Proofs. herein are ſo manifold b 
and ſo clear, that I may uſe this free 
aud true Aſſertian, that It may be thought 
want of Will rather than want of „Light, 
„ which makes Men deny the Univexſa- 
* lity. of any of theſe, Uſages in the pri- 
« mitive Times. Therefore anſiver not me, 
e buf. anſwer Juſtin. Martyr, anſwer. Cle- 
“ mens, Tertullian, aud Ircnzus, f Nay, an- an 
« ſiger. the whole. indiſputad concurrenge of 
« the. Aſian, the. European, and the Affi -· B/; 
« can Churches, All Ages, All Places, All 
« Perſons: Anſwer 855 ſay) all theſe, or 


(40 


4 


'L « (4p as Þ do) yield to the fu 


1 | not be 


| EF 
© a8 
4, * 88 


(a 
ficient Evi. 
« dence , 4 Frath, But all this Evidence 


1 75 no juſt or good Authority with this Gen- 
tleman, who though ſtiling himſelf a Non. 
Juror, jet in this Point cloſes with the Preſ- 


byterians aud other Diſſenters of that fort, 


b * and' is for bringing us to fing up the Au U- 
JR bhority of the earlieſt Farhers\ and to ac- 
quieſce in Soripture and Rcaſon as our ONLY 
Rull. That is, to acquieſce in the Scripture 
not as umdenſtocd by t 

the Church, on by the whole Catholick Church 
in the beſt yy; pure 


| ' pureſt' Times, but as under- 
ood by any Man that can read it, though 


be knows. Wer. f the Cuftoms of the 
Church, to which the Stripture frequently 
7 an ani which are to be learned from 
3 the anvient Fathers. 


Therefore” we having «har Wwe conceive 


to be juſt and good Aurhority for theſe 
Uagrs, do think it is not impoſſible to 
Juſtify our ſelves with regard to a Breach in 
che Church made on this Account. We 
Rave done nothing bub what in the Fude- 
ment of Dr. Hammond, even Meckneſs it 
elf obliges to. And he is a Perſon can. 
1 thought any ways partial to our 
I — ſinoe he lived and died in the Com- 


union of the Church of England near three- 
ſcore Tears ' before this Controverſ began. 


See Pierce s Letter to Dr. Bennet, p. 30. 


; B 2 Now 


e earlieſt Fathers of 
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Now in his Practical Catechiſm, * a-Book 4. I 
ſervedly eſteemed, and recommended by the 100 
learned Divines of the Church of England, 
the Scholar puts this Queſtion. © But what | 4 
if the particular Church wherein I Was I 
< baptized, ſhall fall from its own ſtedfaſt- |} 
| < neſs, and by Authority or Law, ſet up that Y 
| c which, Ir IT BE NOT CONTRARY TO'PLAIN | 
| «© WoRDs OF SCRIPTURE, 18 YET: CONTRA: | 
| ; * RY TO THE DOCTRINE OR PRACTICE OF |: 
| HE UNIVERSAL CHURCH, IN THE FIRST | 
e AND PUREST TIMES, what will Meek. 
e neſs require me to do in that Caſe?” Hil 4 
Anſwer is, ©  Meekneſs Will require me 10 
be very wary in paſſing ſuch Judgment on 1 

e that Church: But if the Light be ſo clear, 1 
and the Defeition ſo palpably d — 4 ; 
e 79 all that I cannot but ſee. and acknow-Y 
< ledge it, — MEEKNESS REQUIRES MY O- 
« BEDIENCE AND SUBMISSION TO THE on 6 
« THOLICK APOSTOLICK CHURCH,., AND NOT | 
c T0 THE PARTICULAR WHEREIN 1 LIVE.“ F 
Therefore as We conceive it is clear, that ce | 
Church of England has made a Deen 
from the univerſal Church of the firſt and 
pureſt Times, in laying aſide. theſe Uſapes, Iz Dons 
that Meekneſs which requires our Obedience M wit 
and Submiſſion to the Catholick —_— . 
Church, and not to the Particular r 
we live when ſhe diſſents from it, obliges us 
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. Fir. 
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* Lib. 2. Sect. 1. 
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so reſtore them as far as it is in our Power 
o do ſo. Nay we have the Authority of 
the Church of England her ſelf for what we 
have done, which 1 ſuppoſe this Author 
ill own to be a juſt and good Authority. 
For ſhe expreſly teaches, that © BECORE 
„ALL THINGS, THIS YE MUST BE SURE OF 
"F< ESPECIALLY, that this Supper be in ſuch 
„ wiſe done and miniſtred, as our Lord and 
F< Saviour did, and commanded to be done, 
as his holy Apoſtles uſed it, and tas 
X< cooD FATHERS IN THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH 
F< FREQUENTED Tr.“ Here ſhe plainly teaches, 
2F-at Chriſt commanded, the Apoſtles uſed, 
und the good Fathers in the Primitive 
XL hurch frequented this Miniſtration in the 
ame manner; conſequently that when this 
Pacrament is done and miniſtred, as the Fa- 
F-ers frequented it, then it is alſo done as 
e Apoſtles uſed it, and as Chriſt command- 
dd it to be done, Now we find by undoubt- 
d and moſt numerous Teſtimonies, that when 
he good Fathers of the Primitive Church 
Hequented this Supper, it was always mini- 
Fred in the manner we deſire, and which we 
and ſpave reſtored as far as it has been in our 
ages, Power. For Water was then conſtantly mix- 
ence d with the Wine, not in hot Countries only, 
olick Bwhere the Wines were ſtrong and might need 
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ſuch a Temperament to make them fit % F1 
drink, as our Opponents pretend; but in colder ber 
Climates, ſuch as France in particular, where as t/ 
Irenzus was Biſbop, and where every Be 4 
knows the Wines do not need Water to Dey 
make them more palatable. The Faithful Thi 

departed were always pra yed for, that the; 
night Reſt in Peace, and obtain a joyful cou, 
R ee The Elements were conſtant- crific 
ty offered to God in Remembrance of Chriſt's * © L 
Death, by a particular Prayer for that © th 
Purpoſe : 4 nd God the Father was deſired = © — 
to ſend down the Holy Ghoſt upon the 1 
Bread and the Cup, to * them The Body © ce 
and Blood of Chriſt. This has been ſit 72 14 6 
ently proved to be the Method of miniſtring (C 
this Sacrament, us the good Fathers of chef "oh 
Primitive Church frequented it; conſequently, Fe 
according to the Doctrine of be K Church il * ov 
England, it was ſo uſed by the A Hes, and — 
commanded by Chrift. And then as the « Ft 
Church of England teaches, that Brronz « an 
ALL THINGS, THIS. WE MUST BE SURE Or 8 © th 
ESPECIALLY, THAT THIS SUPPER BE IN Such * bu 
WISE DONE AND MINISTRED-3 ſhe 21 * N 
teaches, that tho ſhe her ſelf ſhould direct | fo 
or 1 the contrary, yet we muſt rather © lar 
low this Command, Uſe,” and Manner of 4 « th, 
Frequenting: For if this is to be done korRcl . Paul 
ALLY AND BEFORE ALL THINGS, as undoubt-A the f 
edly it is, then BEFORE 7he Commands 4 
| the 


w_ 


8 


( xx111 | 
% the Church of England to the contrary, tho 
der ber Commands are undoubtedly us obligatory 
ere as thoſe of any other particular Church. 
to 8 Deſire for the Reſtoration of * neceſſary 


oful Things, T fhall anſwer in the Wards of the 


ant. crifice, It is no more to be wonder d, that 
its © Diſputes and Oppoſitions happen now, than 
hat © that they have done ſo in all preceding Times. 


For when ſome aſſert Truth, and o. 


= © thers contradict it, Diviſions muſt of ne: 
* ceſſity be the Effect; yet the Aſſertors in 


-| b his Caſe cannot but believe, that as their 


3 < Cauſe is right, ſo the Divine Providence 
“ Wl not permit ſuch Diviſions to be laſting : 
For great is the TRUTH, and will prevail 
even againſt the moſt Poa Opponents. 
„ Ina a Word, the Writers for the Mix- 
ture, Prayer for the Dead, the Oblation, 
and the Invocation, may be impleaded. as 
„the Ring- leaders of Diviſion and Faction; 


11% KNeaſon be laid againſt them who write 
for the Neceſſity of Epiſcopacy in Scot- 
land, or who tontend for the Liturgy in 
the Vulgar Tongue in Spain or Italy.” St. 
Paul indeed does exhort, f that we all ſpeak 
the fame Thing, and that there be no Divi- 


X Page 22, 23. {4 Cor. 0 
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learned Mr. Johnſon, * in his prefatory Diſe 
yful courſe to the firſt Volume of his Unbloody Sa- 
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ſions amongſt us, but that we be perfectly 5 3 
joined together in the ſame Mind, and in 1 1 
the ſame Judgment : as. the Author of No | L 
juſt Grounds, c. cites him. But then he © 1 
requires, this Union may be in the Truth, and | I 3 
not in Error; ſaying, * Mark them which I ; 
cauſe Diviſions and Offences, CONTRARY TO 1 
THE DOCTRINE YE HAVE LEARNED. 7. hat © 3 
zs, contrary to what he and the other A poſer 
taught in all the Churches they had found. 
ed. Therefore, if what they —_ Taught J 
be laid aſide and neglected, as we conceive * 
it to have been with regard to. the cnt 


Points, thoſe. who would reſtore them are 


not to be counted the Cauſers o 55 the Diviſſon, 


but thoſe that oppoſe ſuch Reſtoration. How: | 1 
ever he thus concludes his Preface: 1 car. 2 
neſtly beg of our old Friends and eee 
who have ſo unhappily withdrawn from us, 3 | 
that they will remember we continue gill ; 
the ſame that we were, and that when we 
were united, it was upon our Principles, not 1 
thcirs. But may not a Papiſt ſay juſt the , 
fo a Proteſtant, nay, have they not in 2 
often ſaid ſo, or to the ſame purpoſe ? Here 


not the Churches of Rome and England one 


and the ſame for ſeueral Ages, and hh 4 
they were united was it not upon Popiſh 
Principles ? Did not the Church of Eng- 
land dar or ſeparate from rb Church 74 


* Rom. xri. 1). 3 
Rome? 
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Rome? Did not the Church of England 
make the Alterations, and do not the 
 Romaniſts continue as they were? But what 
Anſwer would this learned Author make to 
a Romaniſt, who ſhould talk to him m this 
manner? Would he not ſay, It is true in- 
deed, the Church of England was once u- 
nited to your Church, and upon your Prin- 
ciples; but having diſcovered them to be cor- 
rupt and erroneous Principles, we were oblig- 
ed to depart from them; and you by adher- 
ing to thoſe Principles only continue in an 
Error, which I thank God we have ſcen and 


forſaken? Some ſuch Anſwer as this our 


Author, or any other Proteſtant, would make 
to a Romaniſt, who ſhould ſpeak to him as 


he dbes to us, and the ſame Anſwer may we 


return. But then I deſire our Author, and 
earneſtly beg of him and all of his Perſua- 


ſion, our old Friends and Brethren, that 


they will conſider that when the Church was 
truly Catholick, truly Univerſal; when all 
the ſeveral Churches throughout the World 


were of one Communion, and united in Truth 


not in Error, as they were before, at, and 


ſome time after the Council of Nice, it was 


upon our Principles not theirs. 
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6) fice was compiled. Pag, 
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we-were denied what we conceived to 

be - an Eſſential Part of Religion. 7-4 TIS. 
King Edward V1's firſt Liturgy not dropped by 
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To pray that the Holy Ghoſt may make the 

Bread the Body, and the Cup the Blood, prov- 
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obliges us to do. . 
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2 | To a BO O K, called, 
*u 1 The Neceſſary Uſe of T radition, &c. 


publiſn'd the laſt Year, "wherein I 
endeavour'd to prove that Tradition 
7s neceſſary to explain and interpret 
the holy Scriptures, a learned Gentle- 
man, as he appears by his Book, (for I know 
not who he is otherwiſe than by Report) pub- 
2 lſh'd a little Treatiſe, which he call'd, No /uffi- 
cient Reaſon for reſtoring the Prayers and Directi- 
ons of King Edward the VItb's firſt Liturgy. In 
which I obſery'd he had filled feveral Pages with 
Arguments againſt Tradition, the thing which I 
2X} had pleaded for in the Treatiſe I was then wri- 
ting: Which Arguments I then thought proper 
do return an Anſwer to in 5 Poſiſcript to t 
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Diſcourſe of mine upon T! radition. But thelcarn- 


ed Author has thought my Anſwer inſufficient, 


and has therefore made a Reply to it, which he 
calls, No juſt Grounds for introducing the new 
Communion Office, or denying Communion to thoſe 
who cannot think themſelves at liberty to rejett 
the Liturgy of the Church of ENGLAND for its 
ſake, in Anſwer to a late Appendix, and to the 
Learned and Reverend Dr. Brett's Poſtſcript. 
Now, as I conceive, that I have only maintain'd 
the Truth in that Poſſcript; and as nothing 
which this learned Author has faid by way of 
Reply, has really invalidated one thing I have 
there endeavour'd to maintain, I think it proper 


to make this Rejornder. 


The Author of No ſufficient Reaſon, &c. ad- 
vanc'd theſe two Propoſitions. 1. Scripture, and 
not Tradition, is preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſ- 
ciples as the Rule they are to walk by. 2. The 


Tradition pleaded for the four controverted Points 


is not ſo full and unqueſtionable as it is repre- 
ſented to be. He ſays, * That he did not deny 
Tradition its proper Uſe, and the Regard due to 
it upon that account, but only he was defirons to 
ſvew, as he thought he had good Reaſon to do, that 
though it might be appealed to for explaining and 
corroborating ſome Paſſages in Scripture, yet it 
ought by no means to interfere with it, EITHER 
BY CONTRADICTING WHAT THAT TEACHES, 
OR TEACHING ANY THING AS OF NECESSITY 
TO SALVATION, WHICH THAT HAS NOT TAUGHT 
AT ALL. I obſerve he is very cautious how he 


allows any Ule at all to Tradition. He ſeems, 


the more he thinks of it, to have till leſs and 
leſs eſteem for, and regard to it. In the Book 


No juſt Grounds, Oc. p. 4. 
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own Thoughts in this Point) the Author ſays 


plaining ſuch Duties as ate not ſo fully taught in 


interfere with it when it contradicts it : But 


Rs 
call'd, No Reaſon, &c. (which whether written 
by him, or another, he T cites as ſpeaking his 
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Scripture, but that Diſputes may ariſe about them. 
But No f/ufficient Reaſon, &c. diminiſhes the Force 
of theſe Words, as he cites them, and ſays May 
BE Or UsE: And in No juſt Grounds, &c. he 
comes lower yet, and does not DENY Tradition its 
proper Uſe, &c. That is, he will not directly ſay 
it is of no Uſe at all; tis poſſible it may in the 
Caſes to which he reſtrains its Uſe, but ſeems 
very indifferent whether he grant it to be ſo or il 
not. And if he only did not deny it before, he 1 
has left himſelf at liberty to deny it when he 

leaſes. But this is only by the by, to ſhew how 
bh due Regard to Tradition, as he calls it, begins 
to dwindle into nothing. £ 
But to come to the Point in difference: He 
ſays, Tradition muſt by no means interfere with 
Scripture, either by contradicting what that teach- 
es, or by teaching any thing, as of Neceſſity to 
Salvation, which that does not teach at all. Now 
I readily grant that Tradition muſt not interfere 
with Scripture. And I grant alſo that it does 
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how can it be ſaid to interfere with it, by teach- 
ing any thing which that does not teach at all, or 
which it ſays nothing of, is paſt my Apprehen- 
ſion. At this rate every thing that we do, which 
is not taught in Scripture, inter feres with it: 
And we muſt do nothing upon any Occaſion, 


1 No ſufficient Reaſon, p. 3; | 
No Reaſon, Cc. p. 53. ; 
N C 2 but 


(4) 

but what we can ſhew a Command in Scripture 
for : Becauſe we are certainly obliged to do no- 
thing contrary to Scripture: And to be contrary 
to Scripture, and to er, with Scripture, are 
ſynonymous Terms. Neither does the puttin 

in the Words, as neceſſary to Salvation, at all 
alter the Caſe, unleſs he could prove that the 
Scripture any where ſays, that there is nothing 
neceſſary to Salvation, but what is contained in 
Scripture. But as the Scripture has no where 


taught any ſuch Doctrine, I do not ſee that I in 


any wile interfere with Scripture, ſhould I fay, 
that Tradition may teach ſome Things as neceſſary 
to Salvation, which the Scriptures have not taught 
at all. Now the whole of all that this learned 
Author has ſaid upon this Point, depends upon this 
falle Maxim he here lays down, that whatever 
7s taught as neceſſary to Salvation, thas is not 
taught in Scripture, is contrary to Scripture. But 
Fit cannot be taught from Scripture, that the 
Scripture has taught ALL Things neceſſary to Fal- 
vation, then this pretended Maxim falls of courſe, 
and all he has fad upon this Head can be of no 
ſervice to his Cauſe. | 


The Point he undertook to prove in his N 3 


Fufficient Reaſon, &c. is, as he here tells us, that 
Scripture, and not Tradition, is preſcribed by our 
Lord to his Diſciples as the Rule they are to walk 


by. 1 readily granted him in my Poſiſcript, that 


our Lord did preſcribe the Scriptures to his Dif- 
ciples as a Rule to walk by, But he did not pre- 
{cribe it as the oy Rule, excluſive of all others: 
For when our Lord preſcribed this Rule to his 
. Diſciples, there were no Scriptures written but 
the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament; and, I con- 
ceive, no Chriſtian will fay that our Lord pre- 
ſcribed the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament Fo 
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1 
the only Rule for his Diſciples to walk oy Be- 


cauſe if he ſhould ſay ſo, he muſt exclude the f 
Scriptures of the New Teſtament from being the 


| Rule that a Chriſtian is to walk by. And yet all 


the Texts this learned Author has brought to 
prove that Scripture, and not Tradition, is the 
Rule preſcribed by our Lord, prove no other than 
the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament to be this 
Rule. For when 1/a:ahb faid, To the Law and 
zo the Teſtimony, if they ſpeak not according to 
this Word, it is becauſe they have no Light in 
them. And again, Seek ye out of the Book of the 
Lord, and read. There was no Scripture in being, 
but the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, neithcr 
was the Canon of that Teſtament yet compleat- 
ed, many Books of the Old Teſtament being 
written after the Prophely of //aiah. So in the 
New Teſtament, when our Saviour ſaid, Search 


be Scriptures z tho' the Scriptures of the Old 


Teſtament were then compleated, yet there was 
not one word of the New Teſtament written. 
And when in the Acts of the 4poſiles, the Jews 

at Berea are commended as wore noble, of a 
milder and better Temper than thoſe of Theſa- 
lonica, and for this Reaſon, becauſe they receiv'd 
the Word with all Readineſs of Mind, and ſearch- 
ed the Scriptures daily, thoſe more noble Jews had 
no other Scriptures to ſearch but thoſe of the 
Old Teſtament. T So when our Saviour con- 
futed the Sadducees from Scripture, and when 
St. Paul confuted the falſe Prophets from Scrip- 
ture, it was only from the Scripture of the Old 
Teſtament. Theſe are all che Texts of Scrip- 
ture he has produced to prove his Propoſition; 


No ſufficient Reaſon, ec. Part I. p. 2. 
Ii p. | 


C-2 for 


(6) 


for as to his ſaying, that © St. Paul teaches that 


- 


ce the Church is built upon the Foundation of the 


* 


& Apoſtles and Prophets, and eſpecially u 


n Our 3 
ce bleſſed Lord and Saviour, as its chief Corner 


„ Stone, and not the Apoſtles and Prophets, and 
% our Lord himſelf upon the Church:” I ſee 
not what Uſe is to be made of it in this Con- 


troverſy. Does this Text prove that the Apo- 


ſtles and Prophets, or our Lord himſelf preſcrib- 
ed the Scriptures as our oni Rule to walk by? 


There is no one Word of that Matter here. 


The other Texts indeed do prove the Scriptures 


to be our Rule; but are far from proving it to 
be our only Rule, even in Matters neceſſary to Sal- 
vation. They ſend us to no other Scriptures, 
but the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament; and 
therefore if they make the Scriptures they ſend 


us to the only Rule, 


b 
ed in Matters 3 to Salvation, they 


which we are to be guid- 
ex- 


clude not only Tradition but the New Teſta- 


ment alſo. For thus we may argue, what our {3 
Lord preſcribed to his Diſciples as the Rule of 
But 
our Lord preſcribed the Scriptures of the Old 


Salvation, is the only Rule of Salvation. 


N CIT 


1 


Teſtament, not the Scriptures of the New Teſta- 


ment, to be the Rule of Salvation, therefore the 


Scriptures of the Old Teſtament are the only 
Rule of Salvation, and not the Scriptures of the 


New Teſtament. This is plainly the very Ar- 
gument he uſes againſt Tradition: And thus it 


runs. What our Lord preſcribed to his Diſci- 
ples, as the Rule for them to walk by, is the 


only Rule they are to walk by. But our Lord 
preſcribed Scripture to his Diſciples, and not 
Tradition, as the Rule they are to walk by, 
therefore Scripture is the only Rule they are to 


Walk“ 


#3 | 


Walk by, and not Tradition. But this Argument 


lainly proves too much, becauſe it excludes the 
New Teſtament as well as Tradition; fince our 
Saviour preſcribed only the Old Teſtament in 
the Texts referr'd to by this Author, or in any 
other Texts which can be produced to the fame 
purpoſe. And that which proves too much, 

roves nothing. Therefore this learned Author 

as yet been very far from proving this Propoſi- 
tion from Scripture, That Scripture and not Tra- 
dition, that is Scripture excluſive of Tradition, 
zs preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples, as the 
Rule they are to walk by : ſince the Texts he 
has referr'd to, preſcribe only the Scriptures of 
the Old Teſtament : If they are to be underſtood 


excluſive of any other Rule, they exclude the 


New Teſtament as well as Tradition. But if 
theſe Texts are not excluſive of another Rule, 
as it is certain they are not, ſince they ex- 
clude not the New Teſtament, which is ano- 
ther Rule different from that preſcribed in theſe 
Texts, then neither do they exchide Tradition; 


which = yet be a Rule to convey to us the 


Will of God as well as the Scripture, for any 


thing has hitherto appear'd to the contrary. 


The only Reaſon why the Scripture is belicy- 
ed to be the Rule of a Chriſtian's Faith and Prac- 
tice, is becauſe it contains the revealed Will of 
God: Becauſe it contains what was written by 
divine Inſpiration. But whether it contains ALL 
that has been revealed by God, ALL that has been 
delivered by divine Inſpiration, is more than this 
Author or any one elſe has yet proved. Whatever 
therefore contradicts the Scripture 1s not to be 
followed, becauſe it contradicts the revealed Will 
of God. But then it do's not follow that there 
may not be a part of the Revealed Will of God 


C4 Which 


| - which is not contain'd in Scripture. And to teach I 
ſomething which the Scripture has not taught at 
all, though it be taught as neceſſary to Salvati- 
on, does not interfere with Scripture, provided 
what 1s taught do not contradict the Scripture, 
becauſe God has no where revealed that all Things 
neceſſary to Salvation are contained in Scripture. 
Neither is this a new Propoſition newly advanc- 
ed, or ſuch as no Member of the Church of En- 
gland has dared to advance before : I will ſhew, 
that ſome very learned Men of that Communion 
have long ſince taught the ſame, and have never, 
that I could underſtand, been cenſured for it. 

Dr. Hammond & in his Diſcourſe of Hereſy, RF 
written in the year 1656. ſays, The adequate 

« Object of the Chriſtian's Faith are theſe Verities 

& which have been revealed to us by God, to be 

ce thus believed to Righteouſneſs, called therefore 
& vyrauvorres Agyorys Words not only true but. 
& wholeſome z the Belief whereof is required in or- 
der to our Souls Health: The next Inquiry 
& is, how we that live in the ſame Diſtance from 
« Chriſt and his Apoſtles in reſpect of Time, that 

Ve are ſituate from Heaven, which now con- 

« tains Chriſt, in reſpect of Place, may cone 

& withinany Reach of theſe Revelations of Chriſt, * 

cc or to any competent undoubted Aſurance, 

c that thoſe are indeed ſuch, which are pretend- 

© ed to be ſo? And to this allo my Conceſſion 

&« ſhall be as liberal as any Romaniſt can with, Þ 

that there are /wo ways of conveying ſuch Re- 
& velations to us; one in writing, the other b ; 

& oral Tradition; the former in the Goſpels and 

other Mritings of the Apoſiles, &c. which 

„ makes up the Sacred Writ or Canon of the 
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S8ect. 3. firſt Vol. of his Works, p. 545. 
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| 

| . | 

Hh « New" Teſtament; the latter in the Apoſtles i 

at « Preachings to all the Churches of their Planta- bi 
1 « 7105, Which are no where ſet down for us in [ 
od | 


« the /acred Writ, but conſerved as Depoſita b 
„ them to whom they were zztruſied. And 4 
% „ though in ſundry reſpects the former of theſe 
e. „ be much the more faithful, fleady way of 
- „ conveyance, and for want thereof many things 
-“ may poſſibly have periſhed, or been 3 f 
„ e by their Paſſage through many Hands, thus 
n „ much being on theſe Grounds contels'd by 
r, ( Bellarmine himſelf, that The Scripture is the 
„ moſt certain and ſafe Rule of Belief ; yet there 
„ f being no leſs Veracity in the Jongues, than the 
te © Hands, in the Preachings, than the Writing 
es „ of the Apoſtles; Nay prior ſermo quam liber, 
e „ prior ſenſus quam ſtylus, ſaith Tertullian, the 
re „ Apoſtles preached before they writ, planted x 
it Churches before they addreſſed Epites to them: 
r⸗ © On theſe Grounds I make no ſcruple to grant, 
„ that Apoftolical Traditions, ſuch as arc truly 
n „ fo, as well as Apoſtolical HTitings, are equaliy 
it „ the Matter of that Chriſtian's Belief, who is 
C equally ſecured by the Fidelity of the Convey- 
e 3 © ance, that as one is Apoſtolical Mriting, ſo the 
„ 3 © other is Apoſcolical Tradition. 
„ Mur. Thorndike * in his Epilogue, publiſhed in 
-= the Year 1659. ſpeaks as directly contrary to this 
3 Propoſition now under conſideration as we or 
„ ꝓ Dr. Hammond have done, in theſe Words. “Since 
= [ they that are in love with their own Preſump- 
y [ tions, though never ſo dangerous to the ſu- 
d preme Majeſty, take whatſocver croſſes them 
1 « for a Derogation to the Scriptures, let thus 
8 much be Pa, to ſhew, that, by giving the 
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„ Scriptures, 


1 Scriptures, no Man may preſume, that God 
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& intended to declare in them whatſoever is ne- 


c ceſlary 
* Underſtandings. 
« {ſuppoſed as a Principle or Ground whereup- | 
«© on we are to rel 


£ 
N 
Cc 


AQ 


But, if this muſt have been 


ve all Controverſies of 
Faith, it would have been requifite to have 
ſhewed us, that this Truth is, of all other, ſo 
much more clearly laid down in the Scriptures, 
as, that which concurs to the. clearing of all, 
ought it ſelf to be the moſt clear. Now, if 
we conſider, that this Privilege, of containin 


all that is neceſſary to the Salvation of all, 


belongs not to any part, but the whole Bo- 


dy of the Scriptures, it would firſt have been | 
ſaid, What Scripture, ſpeaking of the whole 


Body of the Scripture, hath eſtabliſhed this 
Property or Privilege of it? For my part, up- 
on the beſt conſideration that I can take, I am 
at a ſtand to find any Text of Scripture, any 
Letter or Syllable of the whole Bible, that 
ſays any thing at all, good or bad, of the 
whole Bible. So far is it from delivering this 
Property or Privilege of it; fo far farther, 
from delivering it as the firſt Truth, in Terms 
ſo clear and unqueſtionable, as to make it a 
Preſumption, to the deciding all that is or 
may become queſtionable concerning the Scrip- 
ture. The Words of St. Paul, * All Scrip- 
ture, inſpired by God, is alſo profitable for Doc- 
trine, for Reproof, for Correction, for Inſtruc- 


tion in Righteouſneſs: That the Man of God 


may be perfect, being fitted for every good Worb; 
cannot be ſaid of the whole Body of canoni- 
cal Scripture being written before it was: 


*:2 im in, 16,17. 


« That 


to the Salvation of all, clearly to all 


1 


ta. 6 
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« That is, when evidently , many Parts of the 


« New Teſtament were not written, and evi- 


« dently concerns every Part of God's Word, 
« not the whole Body of the Scriptures. ------ 


« The Faſhion is to allege, Ze ſhall take heed 


& to do all the Word that 1 command you. Ye 


« ſhall add nothing to it, nor take any thing from 


« it, And, you ſhall add nothing to the Word 
« that 1 command you, nor take any thing from 


« if, That you may keep the Commandment of 


& the Lord your God which I command you.” * And, 
that it is threaten'd for a concluſion to the whole 
Scripture, f any Man add to the Words of 
« the Prophecy contained in this Book, God ſhall 
« lay upon him the Plagues written in this Book. 
& God ſhall take away from him his ſhare out of 
« the Book of Life, and the holy City, and the 
« Things that are written in this Book.---T There- 
« fore is St. Paul alſo alleged pronouncing Ana- 
& fthema, if himſelf or an Angel from Heaven, 
% or any Man ſhall take upon him to preach any 


4 


W 6 


qe 


other Goſpel than that they had already re- 


0 


Ae 


ceiv'd. * And that therefore are the Beræans 
« commended, that they did not admit even 
« thoſe Things which St. Paul, ſo great an A- 
« poſtle, preached to them, without examining 
8 ö the Scriptures whether ſo as he ſaid or 
« not. But theſe Scriptures are as eaſily wiped 
away as they are alleged, if we go no farther 
than to ſhew that they inforce no ſuch Prin- 
&« ciple as is pretended for the ending of all Con- 
& troverſies, that all things neceſſary to the Sal- 
“vation of all Chriſtians, are clear to all Chriſ- 
F tans in the Scriptures, For what a pitiful In- 
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(12) 
cc conſequence is it to argue, that all things ne- 
© ceſſary to Salvation are clear in the Scriptures, 


cs becauſe Moſes forbiddeth to add or take from 


* his Law ?---In like manner he that ſhould add 
ce to, or take from, the Book of St. John's Reve- 
& lations (take it, if you pleaſe, for the comple- 
© ther of the whole or any part of it) deſerves 
© the Plagues written there to be added to him, 
& and his part taken away out of the Book of 
Life: For who doubteth but falſifying Scrip- 


cc 
it will be whether all things neceſſary to Sal- 
vation be clear in the Scriptures or not. Nay 
c falſifying the Senſe of the Scriptures, not al- 
<« tering 1 þ Words, may delerve the very ſame, 
© becauſe the true Senſe might and ought to 


© have been cleared in the Scriptures, as not 


4 clear to all that are concerned in it. And may 


not St. Paul bid Anathema to whomſoever 
© ſhall preach another Goſpel, unleſs all things 
© neceſlary to Salvation are clear in the Scrip- 
© tures? Firſt, let it appear, (which cannot ap- 
ce pear, becauſe it is not true) that the Scrip- 
© tures of the New Teſtament were written 
«© when he preached it: Or if not, that what- 
© ſoever is clear in the Scriptures which we 
ce have, is clear in the Scriptures which they had 
© when St. Paul preached. The Bereans had 


cc 
* 
CC 
cc 
5 
bo 
E 
& 


a 


Scriptures, who alleged the Old Teſtament 
for it, and demanded to be acknowledged an 
Apoſtle of Chriſt, according as his preaching 
agreed therewith. But what needed his preach- 
ing, if the means of Salvation, which he 
preached, were clearly contained in the Old 
Scriptures?” From this, and much marc, 


. 


Which 


ture is a crime of a very high nature? But ſo 


reaſon to examine St. Paul's preaching by the 


« ment of the whole Bible, and fay sche. N 


py cams r 
* * 4 meV 8 


4 1 | ( I3 3 | 
„ Which he has written to the ſame purpoſe, he 
n Þ& draws this * Concluſion, © It remains that we 
d „ affirm, whatſoever the whole Church from 
- ( the Beginning hath received and practiſed for 
= „ the Rule of Faith and Manners, all that to be 
i= | „ evidently true, by the ſame Reaſon for which 
5 c we beheve the very Scriptures.” T And. a 
1 little after he ſays, © If the whole Church from 
„ the Beginning, have acknowledged certain 
Laws, 5 which they were governed in thoſe 
ſo „ things wherem the Communion of the 
„ Church conſiſteth; certain Governors, to 
y „whom they ought to give Reſpect according 
|- 2 © to thoſe Laws, a Power of putting out of the 
„ Church (anſwerable to the Power of putting 
oO e to Death by the Sword) into which the Pow- 
bt © er of Commonwealths is reſolv'd: There is 
y 3 © the Church, and always was ſuch a Society, 
er © wherein the ſame Rule of Faith might be, and 
vs Was always from the beginning preſery'd by 
- © Tradition and Cuſtom, which is my preſent 
b- © Buſineſs to ſhew. And if the Church always 
„ © was fo de Facto, then it always was ſo de Jure: 
n EI it always did hold Unity in the Faith and 
t- © Communion in the Service of God by means 
e C of certain Laws, certain Rulers, certain Pow- 
d 2 © er of granting or refuſing this Communion 
d „ then was there a Precept of God deliver'd to 
Ie © the Church, by the Apoſtles, commanding 
nt © them ſo to live. For that which was as im- 
in VF poflible to have been introduced without Con- 
ma # © viction of the Will of God, as the Reſt of 
1- 2 © Chriſtianity, of neceſſity muſt go for a part of 


120 FF © it. But, that in ſuch variety of Mens Fancies, 


. nenn I 
n > 


) 1 
. ti 
j 
180 
1 5 
g ! 
BP 
13 
f x 4 
SW 
Fe 
: 8 
[ 
5 nl 
: * 
* | 
4 
= 'iq 
e w 
ky | 2] 
& 5 
Bi 
4 
12 
. 11 
5 
53 
Ml ' 
© BE 
5% 
N 
= 
5 
[1] 
1 
| N 
WS | 
is 
2 7 1 
5 
it 
By 
„ 1 
31 
"Rs 
' 14 
EY 
10 
144 
17 
14 
T2 
"7398 
y 
42898 
I. 
KO. 
"2 
5 
7 
* 
S?: 
1 
. 
15 3 
ny 2, 
37 
6 
. 
4 
$5 


£90 
FA 
+8] 
1 


Im 3 * 


ce 


nn 
WEL 


5 SSR * 

2 n * 2 
75 BU NE = 
WW — — — 3 


4 


* 


* 


3  * Fpilogue, Book k. Chap, 6. pag. 35. 
2 9 Lid. p. 37. EX | 
“ Reaſoh 


( a ) | Y 

ec Reaſons and Inclinations, the Church conſiſt- * 
ing from the Beginning of all Nations, and F 

ierſed all over the World, ſhould of their 1 © 4 


« 4 

a . . | * Fr | 
.« own Inclination, not ſway'd by any Informa cv L 
tion of God's Will received with Chriſtianity, "Fc 
agree in the ſame Laws and Rulers, ſubmit- ? Engl 
ing to the Exerciſe of the fame Power upon have 
© themſelves, is as impoſſible, as that the whole 


| | | pre ſe 
j & World ſhould conſiſt of the caſual Concourſe . 0 


© of Atoms, according to Democritus and Epi- _ 
3 * curus.” And * again he fays, Whoſoever ac- |} 6.9 
1 Eknowledges our Lord Jeſus to be the Chriſt, t aine 
| * muſt acknowledge, whatſoever he teaches and Chu 
it delivers, either by himſelf, or the Apoſtles his J 

* Deputies, to be Law to the Church. That . 


| whatſoever it may appear any way, that te 
j © Apoſtles deliver'd to the Church to be obſervd } (ye 
þ © in it, is of that Nature. -And if this 


may appear, then the Conſent of this Corpo- bein 
ration will be as good Evidence as the ſubſect new 
Matter allows, whether any thing queſtiona- hi 


ble be part of it or not.” | And again, The | 3 urg 
© Rule of St. Auſtin, how to diſcern what Tra- 


editions do indeed come from the Apoſtles, is cau 
© well enough known to be this; to wit, That cha 
© which is obſerv'd over all the Church, 9 1 
< it cannot be diſcern'd when, where, or bß7 Ch 
* whom it came firſt in Force, (that is, in his nio 
Times, by the Authority of what Synod it | ger 
vas ſettled) that mult be deemed and taken to Or 
come from the Apoſtles themſelves. -------- No tf 1 
Man can preſcribe againſt any Rule of the din 
Church, that it comes not from the Apoſtles, the 
< becauſe it is not recorded in Scripture. And vir 
therefore nothing hindreth competent Evi- are 
Ar 


* Ibid, Chap. 7. p. 0 f 16:4, Chap; a7; p. e 
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Bis, 


« dence to be made of the Authority of the 


3 | & Apoſtles, in ſome Orders of the Church, of 
„ which there is no mention in Scripture. 


. TI have thought it proper to produce what 
theſe two very learned Divines of the Church of 
England, who lived and died in her Communion, 
have written to prove that he Scripture is not ſo 


I | preſcribed as the Rule for a Chriſtian to walk by, 


and adhere to, as to exclude Tradition. That the 
Reader may be ſatisfied this is not a Principle 


rf advanced by us, but what has been main- 
# tained by eminent and learned Divines of this 


Church threeſcore Years ago, and upwards. I 


doubt not but I might have produced others, 


both before and ſince, of the ſame Communion, 
that have aſſerted the ſame, if I would give my 
{elf the trouble to ſearch : But I conceive it to be 
needleſs to my purpoſe, two ſuch eminent Men 
being ſufficient to th 


which I have produced them. Neither do Þ 
urge what they ſay, as of Authority, to ſway 


the Reader to our Opinion in this Matter be- 


cauſe they have faid it: For I do not conceive 


that they, or any others ſince the Chari/mata, 


or miraculous Gifts and Graces ceaſed in the 
Church, are of more Authority, as to any Opi- 
nion deliver'd by them, than my learned Oppo- 
nent himſelf, or any other who is of a different 
Opinion from them. However, if their Rea- 


ſons and Arguments are more cogent and convin- 
cing than thoſe of the contrary Opinion, I hope 


the impartial unprejudic'd Reader will be con- 
vinc'd by theſe Reaſons and Arguments which 


are ſo cogent. Now I conceive Dr. Hammond's 


Argument is unanſwerable. The adequate Objeft 
of the Chriſtian's Faith are, ſays he, thoſe Veri- 
ts; | ties 


hew that it is not a Doctrine 
newly ſtarted, and that is the main Reaſon for 
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ties which have been revealed to us by God. This 
I think cannot be deny'd, for fure we are oblig- 3 
ed to believe and obey the Will of God When 
duly revealed to us. This Will of God was re- 

veales, to the Apoſtles to be by them conveyed to - 
 thers. This alſo I perſuade my ſelf all Chriſtians | 


are agreed in. The Apoſtles preached before they 
writ, and planted Churches before they addreſſed 
Epiſtles to them. This is apparent from the New 7 
Teſtament it ſelf, and therefore cannot be diſ- 
puted. From hence it follows that what the A. 
Poſtles preached or delivered to the Churches by. |? 
word of Mouth, was as much the revealed Will! 


of God as what they wrote. This 1s a neceſſary 
Conſequence, which I ſuppoſe will not be denied. 
Therefore it mult be alſo granted, that where we 
have as good Aſſurance that any thing was deli ver- 


ed by the Apoſiles by word of Mouth, as we have 


that any thing was written by them, they are e- 
gually the Matter of the Chriſtian's Belief. W he- 
ther there be any thing ſo conveyed to us, or 
whether the Apoſtles did deliver any one thing 
which they taught as of perpetual Uſe and O- 


bligation which they did not put in Writing in 


ſome part or other of the New Teſtament, is 
another Queſtion. It is ſufficient for my preſent 
purpoſe, that if it can be ſhewed that there is 
any thing which can be proved to have been 
vo by the Apoſtles as of univerſal and perpe- 
tual Obligation, though they did not put it in 
Writing in ſome part or other of the New Te- 
ſtament, it is to be obſerved as the revealed Will 
of God. That is, when we have as good Evi- 
dence that one was taught, as we have, that the 


Books of the New Teſtament are Apoſtolical 


Writings. 
* | 5 | Mr - 


(9 3 
Mr. Thorndike's Arguments are no leſs clear 
than Dr. Hammond's, and though I have made 
a large Tranſcript from him, I could have much 
enlarged, and fo I might have done by Dr. Ham- 
mond had it been neceſſary. I mult grant indeed 
that Mr. Thorndike does not directly undertake to 
ſhew, that what is not taught at all, either clear- 


ly or but obſcurely, in the Scriptures, may be 


neceſſary to Salvation, but only that ſomething 
may be neceſſary to Salvation which is not CLEAR= 
LY taught in the Scriptures. Yet however he is 


i J pleaſed to limit his Propoſition, his Arguments 


prove as much as I have produced them for, and 
their Conſequence is plain and obvious: And his 
Reaſonings do clearly prove, that there is nothing 
in Scripture to prove that the Scripture contains all 
things nece{/ary to Salvation. For this is the Sub- 
ſtance of his Argument, No one ever pretended 
that all things neceſſary to Salvation are contained 
in any one Book of the Scripture, but only in the 


3 whole Scripture taken together : That is, no one 


ever ſaid or ſuppoſed, that all things neceſſary to. 


Salvation are taught in the Book of Genefis-a> 
lone, or in the Goſpel of St. Matthew alone, 


or in any other one, two, or three, or more 
Books of the Old and New Teſtament, but on- 


ly in all of them together, ſome things neceſſary 
0 Salvation are in one part of the Bible, ſome: 
in another; ſo they who maintain that all things 

neceſſary to Salvation are taught in the Scripture, 
are to be underſtood, not as {peaking of any one, 
two, three, or more Books of Scripture, but of 
the whole Scripture together. This I take to 


be my learned Opponent's Opinion, * who utter- 


| ly denies that the Apoſtles taught any thing as ne- 


* No juſt Grounds, Sc. p. 16. 17. 
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(18 ) 
cefſary to be believed or practiſed, which they did 
not put in Writing in ſome part or other of the 
New Teſtament. Conſequently, if the Apoſtles 
taught all things neceſſary to Salvation, which it 
is allowed on all Hands that they did, then all 


things neceſſary, to Salvation are taught in the New 


Teſſament. This is plainly what he maintains: 
But Mr. Thoradike's Arguments evidently ſhew 
that this cannot be proved from any Text of 


Scripture, which he thus demonſtrates: There is 


not:any Text of Scripture, any Letter or Syllable 
of the whole Bible, that ſays any thing good or 


bad of the whole Bible; ſo far is it from deli- 


wering this Property or Privilege of it : that is, 
the Property or Privilege of containing all things 
neceſſary to Salvation. And if it do no where 


teach this Property or Privilege of the whole 


Bible, neither does it teach it of the New Tefta- 


ment, which is but à part of the Bible. I may 


add, that there is not one Text in the whole 
Scripture that ſays any thing at all of the New 
Teſtament as a part of the Scripture, or that re- 


fers us to it as a Bdok containing what is to be 


ieved and practiſed in order to our Salvation: 


For all the Texts that have been produced by 


my learned Opponent, or indeed that can be pro- 
duc'd, requiring us to ſearch the Scriptures in 


order. to obtain eternal Life, refer us, as both 
Mr. Thorndike and J have ſhewed, to the Scrip- 


tures of the Old Teſtament only. Upon what 


Ground then is it that we receive the Canon of 


the New Teſtament as the Rule of our Faith 
and Practice? It can be only upon the Tradition 
of the Church, which has always received that 


Book as containing the Revealed Will of God. 


Therefore, ſays Mr. Thorndike, it follows, that 
whatſoever the whole Church, from the Beginning, 
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bath received and practiſed for the Rule of Faith 
% and Manners, all that we affirm to be evidently 
es true, by the ſame Reaſon for which wwe believe 
it the very Scriptures. That is, whatever the 
Church has deliver d as conſtantly. and unani- 
Ww AF mouſly to have been the Doctrine and Practice 
: taught by the Apaſtles, as it has deliver'd the 
w. New Teſtament as the Writing of the Apoſtles, 
of Fought to be received, becauſe we receive the 
is Canon of the Scriptures upon the ſame Grounds 
le Fonly. This he demonſtrates from the impoſſibi- 
or Flirty of a conſtant and univerſal Conſent in ſuch 
i- things, without as great Conviction of the Will 
is, fof God in one Point as the other. That in ſuch 
gs variety of Mens Fancies, Reaſons, and. Inclina= 
re tions, the Church conſiſting from the beginning of 
le f all Nations, and diſperſed all over the World, 
3 ſhould of their own Inclination, not ſway'd by any 
Information of God's Will, agree in the ſame 
Laus and Rulers, ſubmitting to the Exerciſe of 
the ſame Power upon themſelves ; I may add (or 
rather explain what he means by the Word Laws) 
agree to teach the ſame Doctrine, and to obſerve 
the ſame Ulages in their Worſhip, is as impoſſis 
ble, as that the World ſhould conſiſt of the caſual 
3 Concourſe of Atoms, according to Democritus or 
Epicurus. And he farther demonſtrates, that 
1. | Þ} Tradition may teach what is neceſſary to Salva- 
tion as well as Scripture, when he ſays, That 
7 whatſoever it may appear ANY WAY that the 
Apoſtles deliver'd to the Church to be obſerved in 
it, that is, whether they deliver'd it by Writing, 
gor by oral Tradition, is 4 Law to the Church. 
And if this may appear, then the Conſent of this 
Corporation will be as good Evidence as the ſub- 
ect Matter allows, whether any thing queſtionable 
10, be part of it or not. That is, if there be any 
1 8 D 2 Way 
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way of proving what the Apoſtles taught, it 
the unanimous Conſent of the 
Church, which is as good Evidence as the Sub- 


muſt be by 


matters not whether the Apoſtles deliver'd it by 


word of Mouth, or by writing, the Evidence s 
{till the lame, and as much as the ſubject Matter , : 


allows: Whether any of the Points now queſti- 


oned be thus evidenced, is nothing to the pu- 
pole of this Propoſition. From whence, as he 
farther ſays, this Concluſion clearly follows, that 
no Man can preſcribe againſt any Rule of tle 
Church, that it comes not from the Apoſtles, be- 
And there- 7 
fore nothing hindreth competent Evidence to le 
made of the Authority of the Apoſtles in ſome Or- * 
ders of the Church, of which there is no mention| * 


cauſe it is not recorded in Scripture. 


in Scripture. And it is manifeſt from what goes | 
before, and from his whole Argument, that it ß 


to be underſtood of things neceſſary to Salvation: 


here is no mention in Scripture. Conſequently 


our learned Author's Propoſition is falſe, when 
he aſſerts, & that zo teach any thing as of neceſſity | ? 
to Salvation, which the Scripture has not taught | 
Since the wa 


at all, is to interfere with Scripture. 
Scripture has no where taught, that all thing: 


neceſſary to Salvation are contained in it; neither. g 
have the Apoſtles any where ſaid, that the) 
world or had put into quiiting, in ſome part or 

JF whe 


* No juſt Grounds, exc, p. 4. 1 1bid, p. 17. 
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Pavers that the Apoſtles taught any thing, it 
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So that this Concluſion may be fairly drawn from that 
his Premiſſes, which he has prov'd, I think, be- 
yond any reaſonable Contradiction, That nothing 
hinders but that ſome things may have been taught || 
by the Apoſtles, as neceſſary to Salvation, of which h 
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2 1 aher of the New Teftement, whatever they de- 
X /21'd to be of univerſal and perpetual Obligation. 
Sub- Therefore I muſt fay it again, that it is a falſe 
her Suggeſtion in our Opponent ſo e e to inſi- 
5 I nuate, as he has done, that thoſe who would 
c by MF prove any thing to be neceſſary to Salvation by 
4 Tradition, which the Scripture has not taught, 
atter either ſer up Tradition in oppoſition to Scripture, 
1Cflt- | or derogate from the Authority of Scripture. 
For as the Scripture no where pretends to have 
is he taught us ALL things neceſſary to Salvation, as 
that Mr. Thorndike has proved as well as any of us, it 
th: cannot derogate from the Authority of the Scrip- 
ture to ſay that ſome things may be taught as ne- 
Here. ceſſary to Salvation that are not taught at all in 
0 be Scripture, becauſe to ſay fo is not to ſay any 
Oy. thing that interferes with, or is contrary to Scrip- 
aut ture. And if it do not interferc with Scripture, 
go it is not oppoſite to Scripture. Does he dero- 
gate from the Honour of the Statute Book, who 
hall ſay that there are ſeveral Laws of the Land 
from ¶ that are obligatory by Uſe and Cuſtom, that we 
be. can ſhew no Act of Parliament for? Does a Man 
hing by aſſerting this, ſet up Cuſtom in oppoſition to 
ught the Statute Law? None is ſo weak as to argue 
ich in that manner. And yet our learned Opponent's 
ntly | Argument for this Suggeſtion has no better Foun- 
vhen dation. We maintain ſome things as neceſſary 
el) in the worſhip of God, which he conceives the 
g Scriptures have not taught at all. We conceive 
the we have proved them to be ſo by the Cuſtom or 
1195 |'F conſtant Practice of the Church, which is com- 
ither F monly called Tradition. This he condemns as 
they ſetting up Tradition in oppoſition to the Scrip- 
7 ture. Is not this juſt the fame as to ſay that he 
who ſets up any thing as a Law of the Land by 
Cuſtom, which is not mentioned in any Act of 
ther ] : D 3 | | Par- 
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Parliament, oppoſes the Statute Book. Now az 
It is allow'd on all Hands that Cuſtom, how much 
ſoever it be the Law of the Land, muſt give 


| _ to an Act of Parliament; ſo we fay as to 


radition, how much ſoever it be a Law to the 
Church, it muſt yield to Scripture. And as no 
Cuſtom is of Force, or can oblige as the Law 
of the Land, if it contradict a Statute; ſo we 
ſay, that no Tradition can be a Law to the 
Church if it contradict the Scripture. But then 


on the other Hand, as every Engliſhman knows, 
if there be a Cuſtom that does not contradict an | ? 
Act of Parliament, though the Statute Book 
have directed or faid nothing at all relating to 
that Cuſtom, though there be nothing of it to 


be found in any written Law; yet that Cuſtom 


if it appear to have been ſo time out of mind 


that is, if the Original of it cannot be traced, or 


any time aſſign'd when it may appear not to have? 
been a Cuſtom, ſhall bind the Subject as much | 


as if it had been written; and yet no body ever 
ſaid or thought that ſo to declare Cuſtom to be 
the Law of the Land, was to ſet up Cuſtom a- 
gainft the Statute Book; or that to ſay a Cuſtom, 
of which the Statute Book had ſaid nothing at 
all, was the Law of the Land, interfered with, or 


was contrary to the Statute Book. And the | 1 
the Sta- 


Reaſon of this is plain, becauſe thou 
tute Book is moſt certainly the Law of the Land, 


and whatſocver is therein enacted lays an Obliga- } 


tion of Obedience upon all Subjects; yet that 


Book has no where {aid that nothing elſe ſhall | | 
be the Law of the Land, but what has been 1 


made to be ſo by ſome Act of Parliament. 80 
We fay that Tradition may be a Law to the 
Church, though it ſhould teach ſomething as 

neceſſary to Salvation which the Scripture has 


* 


9 
I 75 
not a 
2 8 


NN 
not taught at all, becauſe though the Scripture 
has taught things neceſſary to Salvation, and What 
it has taught is the Will of God, and muſt 
therefore neceſſarily be obeyed; yet it has no 
where ſaid that it has taught ALL things neceſſa- 
ry to Salvation. And to aſſert this no more in- 
terferes with Scripturc, than to ſay that Cuſtom 
may be the Law of the Land interferes with the 
Statute Book. And as he that ſhould giye an 
Interpretation of an Act of Parliament contrary 
to Cuſtom, and to all adjudged Caſes founded 
upon that Act, would not be heard, though he 
might make the Words of the Act bear the Senſe 
he puts upon them; ſo neither ought he to be 
heard who ſhall put a Senſe upon any part of 


the Scripture contrary to what the Tradition of 
the Church has underſtood its meaning to be, 


though he might make the Words bear that 

Senſe. 15 5 5 
Therefore I muſt ſay it again, that it is a falſe 
Suggeſtion * to ſay, as our Opponent does, that 
now we are taught to betake our ſelves not to Scrip- 


ture, but Tradition, the Fathers and the Jewiſh 


Rabbies. For this inſinuates as if we would ſet 
aſide the Scriptures, and prefer Tradition and the 
Fathers, and the Jewiſh Rabbies before it; which 
we have by no means done, although he had 
proved, as I think he has not, that the Scrip- 
tures have taught nothing at all concerning the 
Points we contend for. Becauſe whether the 
Scriptures have taught any thing concerning 
them or not, we conceiv'd they did, and accord- 
ingly appeal'd to them and produc'd our Texts. 
Whether thoſe Texts were to the Purpoſe or 


not, has no regard to this Suggeſtion ; for he that 


No ſufficient Reaſon, exc. part, 1, pag. 3. 


D 4 endea- 
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endeavours to pretend to prove a thing from 


Scripture, though he does not prove it thereby; 
yet certainly does not teach that we are not to be- 
take our ſelves to Scripiure. And though he 
brings Tradition, and the Fathers, and the Jew- 
;/þ Rabbies to prove the ſame Point, yet this is 
not bringing them in by way of oppoſition to 


Scripture, as our Opponent inſinuates it to be. 


For how do we ſet theſe in oppoſition to one 
another, or give Tradition, the Fathers and the 
. Fewiſh Rabbies a preference to Scripture, when 
we ſuppoſe them all to teach the ſame thing ? 
We may be miſtaken in our ſuppoſition, and 
quote the Scriptures to prove what they do not 
prove, but ſtill we betake our ſelves to Scripture 
: 8 proof, and therefore do not teach that we are 
not to betake our ſelves to Scripture. And if to 


endeayour to prove from Scripture and Tradition 


that which Scripture has not taught at all, 1s to 
teach that we are to betake our ſelves not to Scrip- 
Fare but Tradition, &9c. how will our Author clear 
himſelf from the fame Imputation, who has pre- 
tended alſo to prove from Scripture and Traditi- 
on that which he Scripture has not taught at all? 
That is, that Þ Scripture, and not Tradition, is 

preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples, as the Rule 
they are to walk by, in ſuch manner, that if Tra- 
dition teaches any thing as of neceſſity to Salvation, 
which the Scripture has not taught at all, it inter- 
feres with, or is contrary to, Scripture; and pre- 
tends to have proved this alto by a plentiful Tra- 
dition. Now I have ſhewed that this Doctrine 
is not taught at all in Scripture, and the Texts 
he has produced are nothing to the purpoſe, 

ſince if they are to be underſtood in an excluſive 


No juſt Grounds, exc. p. 4. 
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ſenſe, they exclude. the New [Teſtament it ſelf 


no leſs than Tradition: And if they are not to be 
underſtood in an excluſive ſenſe, then they can- 
not exclude even Tradition. Therefore if the 
ſuggeſtion be good againſt us, it is good againſt 
himſelf, who has pretended to prove that by 
'Tradition, which the Scriptures have not taught 
at all in a point eceſſany to Salvation. For ture 
it 18 neceſſary to Salvation to know what 1s the 
Rule of our Faith and practice. However whe- 
ther he have been guilty of the Fault which he 
charges upon us or not, this 1s certain, that his 
Suggeſtion is falſe, when he infinuates, that in 
what has been written on our fide of this Con- 


troverſy, we are taught to betake our ſelves not to 


Scripture, but Tradition, Cc. becauſe how un- 
lucky ſoever we may have been in betaking our 
{elves to Scripture, to prove the neceſſity of the 


things we contend for, yet in Fact we have be- 


taken our ſelves to Scripture as well as to Tra- 
dition, c. | 
Having thus, I truſt, ſufficiently proved that 


our learned Opponent's Propoſition, when he 


3 aſſerts that Scripture, and not Tradition, is pre- 
3 /cribed by our Lord to his Diſciples as the Rule 


they are to walk by, is falle, if it be underſtood 


to mean the only Rule; fo that whatever is 


taught by Tradition, as of neceſſity to Salvation, 
which the Scripture has not taught at all, deſerves 


no regard, as he explains his meaning to be: And 
that two very learned and eminent Divines of 


the Church of England long ago demonſtratively 
proved, that Tradition might convey the Will 
of God to us as well as the Scriptures, and where 
it did fo it was to be obcy'd, though the thing 
required was not taught at all in thoſe ſacred 
Writings 3 to ſhew that we had advanced no 

new 
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new Doctrine unknown before to the Members of 


the Church of England, or what the'Divines of 
this Church had never taught before: And hay- 


ing alſo ſhewn the falſeneſs of our learned Oppo- 


nent's Suggeſtion, as if we had taught that the 


Scriptures are leſs to be regarded than Tradition, 
Sc. I ſhall now proceed to return an Anſwer to 
ſuch parts of his No juſt Grounds, Ic. as are writ- 
ten againſt my ſelf in particular. Not doubting 


but the other Gentleman, who is likewiſe oppo- Þ 1 
fed in this Book, is well able to defend him- 


{elf. 
Among the things wherein he pretends we are 
agreed, * the firſt is, that Scripture is given us 


as the Rule of our Faith. Thus far I own we a- 


greed. But whether it be the only Rule is ano- 


ther Queſtion. And here it is that he takes oc- 


caſion to mention my Complaint of it as an unde- 
ſerved Charge againſt thoſe of our ſide, that Chri- 
ſtians are now directed by us, to betake themſelves 
not to Scripture but Tradition, Sc. And ſays, 
As to the Fat it is a falle Suggeſtion, the Doctor 
has only aſſerted, but not proved. But I truſt J 
have now proved it, by ſhewing that we have 
betaken our ſelves to ee, how unlucky 
ſoever we may have been in doing ſo. And with 
our Opponent, I defire the impartial Reader to 


caſt his Eye over both the T Reaſons and Defence, 


and then declare freely to the World whether the 
Scripture is not appealed to in both, eſpectally 7he 
latter, whether pertinently or not is not to the 


purpoſe. And he that appeals to the Scripture, 


cannot be ſaid to teach that we are NOr 70 betake 


* No juſt Grounds, exc p. 5. f See Reaſons, &c. p. 8, | 


9, 28, 20, 30. Defence, p.6;11; 18,19; 30, 32, 45, 46s 
47, 64, 65, 90, 94, 95, 97, 103, 104, 109. 
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el | 
our ſelves to Scripture : except he expreſſes him- 
ſelf fo as to ſhew he has not a regard to it as the 
Word of God, but only cites it as a Book of mere 
human Authority, which I am ſure the Author 
he reflects on has not done. However, ſays our 


learned Opponent, F this be a falſe Surereſtion, 


then the contrary Aſſertion muſt be true, that ac- 


cording to the Doctrine of theſe Gentlemen, we are 
70 keep cloſe to Scripture in all Controverſies, and 


particularly in that now before us, rather than to 
Tradition, Cc. Very right where there is a Com- 


petition, or Contrariety between Scripture and 


Tradition. But that has by no means been prov- 


cd as to the now controverted Points. 


The next Agreement betwixt us, * according 
to our learned Opponent, is, That Tradition is to 
be made uſe of only ſo far as it is explicative of 
Scripture. Upon which occaſion he produces 
my Words, Me have taught no more than what 


: _ the Anſwerer himſelf allows, that Tradition is of 
 afe for confirmintg what is deliver'd in Scripture, 
though not fo, fully and clearly as ſome other 


Dottrines are. And T again, That nothing is to 
be receiv'd as an Article of Faith, or of neceſſity 
to Salvation, that cannot be proved from Scripture ; 
which is in effect what is maintained by the 
Church of England in its VIth Article; con- 
cerning which he obſerves, that I have made 
this frank Declaration, which he begs may be re- 
membred. This I believe the Author of the Rea» 
ſons il readily aſſent to, | am SURE I Do. But, 
ſays our learned Opponent, How this will agree 
to the Neceſſity of ſuch Uſages as the Scripture no 


where teaches, will need ſome Explication. I will 


therefore give an Explication of it. The Scrip- 


No juſt Grounds, exc. p. 6. f 16:4. p. 7. 


tures 


tures themſelves ſend us to Tradition, as * I have 
formerly proved. St. Paul ſays, |} Now I pray 
you, Brethren, that ye remember me in all things, 
and keep the Ordinances (or Traditions, for ſo it 
is in the Original, a4-9dJoac, as the Margin of 
our Bibles has it) as I deliver'd them unto yor. 


And again, * Therefore, Brethren, ſtand faſt, and 


hold the Traditions which ye have been taught, 
evhether by Word, or our Epiſtle. And ſoon at- 
ter 4 he ſays, Now we command you, Brethren, in 
the Name of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that ye with- 
draw yourſelves from every Brother that walketh 
diſorderly, and not after the Tradition which he 
received of us. Here we ſee plain mention of 
St. Paul's Traditions; conſequently of Apoſtolical 
Traditions deliver'd by Mord of Mouth, as well as 
by Epiſtles or in Writing, and a Condemnation 


of thoſe who do not equally obſerve both. There- 


fore if a Tradition be prov'd to be unqueſtionably 
Apoſtolical, though it be in a Matter neceſſary 
to Salvation (for Matters neceſſary to Salvation 


are not excepted) it may very well be ſaid to be 


prov'd by Scripture, though that particular Tra- 
dition be not read there. Both becaule the Scrip- 


ture does teſtify that the Apoſtles did deliver 


Traditions by Word of Mouth, as well as by E- 

iſtle or in Writing, and has no where ſaid that 
thoſe Traditions, which were deliver'd by W ord, 
were afterwards put into Writing : And allo has 
. ny requir'd Obedience to thoſe dcliver'd by 

Word with thoſe deliver'd by Epiſtle. There- 
fore I make no ſcruple to ſay, that what is 


Foe to be Apoſtolical Tradition, is alſo prov'd 


: 
F 


* Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, exc. p. 33. 


| | f 1 Cor, 
Ki. 2. n 2 The ii. 6. 


y Scripture, becauſe the Scripture expreſſy re- 
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quires our Obedience to ſuch Tradition. And if 
this be not allowed to be a good Explication, 
then the VIth Article of the Church of England 
cannot be defended by Scripture z for the Scrip- 
ture expreſly teaches that Apoſtolical Tradition 
is to be obſerv'd, but no where teaches that all 
Apoſtolical Tradition is written in the New 
Teſtament. And that I underſtood it in this 


Senſe, when I made that frank Declaration my 


learned Opponent begs may be remembred, will ap- 
pear in what I have here ſaid with regard to the 
Obligation of Apoſtolical Tradition, which is onl 

a Recital of what I ſaid in the Book in whoſe 
Poſi{cript I made this Declaration. I therefore 
make no ſcruple to affirm with the learned Dr. 


Hammond, as before cited, that Apoſtolical 
Traditions, ſuch as are truly ſo, as well as Apoſ= 
 tolical Writings, are equally the Matter of that 
Chriſtian's Belief , who is equally ſecured of the 


Fidelity of the Conveyance, that as the one is 
Apoſtolical Writing, ſo the other is Apoſtolical 
Tradition. And as I am perſuaded he did not 


think this to be contrary to the VIth Article of 


the Church of England, neither do I. 


He urges ſome other Acknowledgments of 


mine, as Matters wherein we are agreed. As 
* that f any Competition ariſes between Scripture 


and Tradition, no Queſtion is to be made, but the 
_ Scripture is to be relied upon, and the Tradition to 


be rejected. And he ſeems to triumph in this as 


it it was all he pleaded for, ſaying, Than which 


nothing could be better ſaid, and fuller to our pur- 


poſe. And 1 can, and do aſſure the Reader on the 


other Hand, that the Anſwerer had never any De- 
ſign to diſcard Tradition, or encourage any one elfe 


* No juſt Grounds, ec. p. 6. 
70 
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to diſcard it, any farther than it differs from 
| Scripture; and whenſoever it does this, we are 
taught by the Reverend Author that it ought to be 
diſcarded, which is as much as any of us deſire. 
Now if this learned Author by the words Differ 
From Scripture underſtood what I have expreſſed 
by the word Competition, then indeed there would 
be no Difference between us on this Head. But 
by differing from Scripture * he underſtands teach- 


ing any thing which the Scripture has not taught 4 


at all; which as I have already obſerved, and 1 
hope proved, is not interfering with Scripture, 


or contrary to it, as he pretends it is: And is 
the grand Miſtake on which all he has to fay is 


grounded. But what comes in Competition with 
Scripture is plainly oppofite to Scripture, and mull 
contradict ſomething contain'd in Scripture z for 
where there is zo Oppoſition or Contradiction, I 


ſee not how there can be a Competition. If I 


affirm what another does not gainſay, though he 
does not affirm it alſo, there appears no Oppoſi- 
tion, no Competition between us. And this may 
alſo ſerve as an Anſwer to his other pretended 
Agreements, | where he cites me as owning the 
Authority of the Scriptures as heartily and fully as 
himſelf, Sc. And allowing that nothing ought 
to be taught contrary to the Scripture. 


Another Acknowledgment of mine, which he 


calls an Agreement * is, That the Scripture is the 
Rule that we are fledfaſily to adhere to, whenſo- 
ever any unſcriptural Tradition comes in Competi- 
tion with it. To which he is pleaſed to add, 
even though it were the Mixture, Prayers for the 
Dead, &c. And I frankly declare, that if I 


could ſce it prov'd as well as aſſerted, that theſe 


No juſt Grounds, p. 4. f bid. p. 7, 8. * 163d. p. 7. 
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are not only 1nſcriptura! Traditions, which I do 


not think has been proved, but that they come in 


Competition with Scripture, which I am well af- 
ſured neither has or can be proved, I would moſt 
readily and freely reject them: But here the old 
Miſtake or Fallacy returns, and that is repreſent- 


ed as coming in Competition with Scripture, con- 


cerning which our Opponent maintains the 


Scripture teaches nothing at all. But I have, I 


traſt, proved this is zo Competition, becauſe there 
is no oppoſition in any of theſe Doctrines to 
any thing that is taught in Scripture. For if the 


Scripture teaches nothing concerning theſe Uſa- 


ges, as our learned Anſwerer frequently intimates, 
then it certainly teaches nothing oppoſite or con- 
trary to them and if the Scripture have nothing 
oppoſite or contrary to them, then they do not 


come in Competition with Scripture. What comes 


in Competition with Scripture, muſt not onl 


not be neceſſary, but it muſt be unlawful. For 
what is contrary to Scripture cannot be lawfal, 
becauſe it is contrary to the revealed Will of 


God. And our learned Opponent, over and 


cover declares our Diſpute is not about the Law- 
fFulneſs of them. And his ingenious Friend, the 


Author of * No Neceſſity, &c. is fo far from 


thinking them «lawful, that he ſays, they are 


deſirable, and would gladly have them reſtored in 
a regular Way. And is it defirable to have ſuch 
things reſtored, tho' in the moſt regular wy 
imaginable, which come in Competition with 


Scripture, interfere with it, are oppoſite and 


contrary: to it? OL DE rt 
T Our learned Opponent, after all the ſeeming 
Agreements that he has diſcover'd betwixt him- 


No juſt Grounds, p. 8. 
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( 32 ) 
ſelf and us, finds the Difference to be ſtill very 
wide, notwithſlanding this Appearance of an Ac- 
commodation. And what wonder, when all his 
Arguments are founded on a miſtaken and falla- 
cious Principle, that the Scripture teaches ALL 
things neceſſary to Salvation: And that whatever 
the Apoſtles deſigned to be of univerſal and per- 


petual Obligation, they put in writing in ſome 1 


part or other of the New Teftament ? A Princi- 
ple founded neither upon Scripture nor Tradition; 
for as J have ſhewed from Mr. Thorndike, there 
is not a Text, a Word, a Syllable in Scripture 
to prove it, neither can it be prov'd by Tradi- 


tion, as plentitul an one as he pretends to have 


for, it, as I thought I proved in my Poi ſcript, 
and ſhall do it more fully as I come to his Ex- 
ceptions againſt thoſe Proofs : Neither is it ca- 
pable of being prov'd by any Reaſon not found- 
ed upon Scripture or Tradition, becauſe it is a 
Matter of Fact preceding our Times, which can 
be prov'd by Evidence only. Bur I mult fay | 
know no Evidence, that all things 
Salvation, are contained in Scripture, « 
the Evidence of ſuch Divines as liv'd not ' till 
1400 or 1foo Years after the Scriptures were 
written. And J confels there is plentiful Evi- 
dence enough of them, but they plainly liv'd at 
too great a diſtance from the Apoſtles Days to 
be competent Witneſſes in this Caſe. St: Paul 
indeed ſays, & That he ſhunned not to declare ALL 
the Counſel of God. But that he put all the 
Counſel of God into writing, he no where de- 
clares, neither do any of the Apoſtles declarc 
that any one or more of them did ſo. There- 
fore though there be Scripture Evidence that the 
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3 poſtles, yet there is no ſuch Evidence of their 
putting all that Counſel into Writing in the New 
„ Teſtament. Therefore where we have as good 


Evidence, that the Apoſtles declared any thing to be 


che Counſel or Will of God, as we have to believe 
2 that the Books of the New Teſtament were writ- 
ten by them, we haye as much Reaſon to believe 
„chat to be the Will of God, as we have to be- 
re lieve they wrote the Books of the New Teſtament. 

Having thus ſhewn the Reaſon of our Diſa- 
greement, that it proceeds from the falſe Princi- 
ple laid down by this Gentleman, and which ge- 
Incrally paſſes for a Maxim with our modern Di- 
vines, that Here can be nothing neceſſary to Sal. 
vation but what is contained in Scripture : I ſhall 
The learned Doctor, * ſays he, ſpeaking of the, 


For under landing it according as the Church of En- 
gland requires us to underſtand it; that is, that 
till when we undertake to prove any thing neceſſary to 
ere Salvation by Scripture, we do not interpret the 
vi- 12 Scripture in what Senſe we pleaſe, or in ſuch a 
ar 4 Senſe as we may put upon it without ſeeming to 
to [4 wreſt it, but in ſuch a Senſe as is agreeable to the 
aul Dofring of the ancient Catholick and Apoſtolick 
IL. Church. To this my learned Opponent Anſwers, 


the he means only, that Tradition is the beſt Afiſtant 


de- 10 Scripture, to explain the meaning of it in obſcure 


lare and difficult places, it amounts to no more than 


re- | 14 what has been agreed upon already. But if here- 


ole : * No juſt Grounds, c. p. 8. 


1 ol 


Whole Counſel of God was declared by the A- 


proceed with my Opponent to conſider our Diſ- 


= forenamed Article of our Church, ſays, Me are, 


% he means, that any the plaineſ# and eaſieſt Texts 
ef Scripture, ſuch as that, I will drink no more 
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of the Fruit of the Vine, Sc. or that other, Do 


this in Remembrance of me; or others of the like 
Nature, are not to be underſtood according to their 


plain literal Senſe, but Tradition muſt be haled in 


to put a foreign Interpretation upon them, here he 
differs ſo widely from himſelf, that I muſt leave 
it to himſelf to try what Apology he can make for 


it; yet if this be not his meaning, it is not an eaſy 


matter to give an Account how be comes to be ſo 


concern'd to remove thoſe Authorities the Anſwer- 


er had brought to prove the Scriptures to be the 
Rule left us by our Saviour, and from whence we 
are to learn our Duty. H have, I hope, ſufficient- 
ly ſhewed, how I come to be ſo concerned to remove 
the Authority he brought not to prove the Scrip- 


 Zures to be the Rule, which was never diſputed, 


but the oNIL V Rule left us by our Saviour; not 
from whence we are to learn our Duty, but from 
whence ALONE we are to learn it. I was there- 
fore concern'd to remove theſe Authorities, be- 
cauſe I believe the Principle to be falſe, and the 


Authorities to have been N Then as to 


what he objects, that he plaineſi and eafieſt Texts 
of. Scripture are not to be underſiovod in their plain 
tteral Senſe, but Tradition muſs be haled in to put 
4 foreign Interpretation upon them. I anſwer, 


that I am never for haling in Tradition or any. 


thing elſe; Jam not for forcing or wreſting any 
thing, I defire when I fee occaſion to appeal to 
Scripture or Tradition, to {ce it fairly and clear- 
ly introduced without haling or forcing. And 
therefore as to the literal Senſe of Scripture, 
where it ſeems plain, eaſy, and natural, I am al- 
ways for taking it ſo, except ſome very plain Rea- 
ſon, ſuch as the conſtant Tradition of the Church, 
interpoſes, why I ſhould not underſtand it fo. 
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Therefore I think it proper to take notice of 


another Text that ſeems as plain and eaſy as our 
earned Opponent's Inftances, and yet he himſelf, 
am pretty confident, does not take it in its 
plain literal Senſe; if he does, I defire he will let 
me know it, and I will publickly beg his par- 
don for ſuppoſing the contrary. I have men- 
tion'd it before * in my Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, 


Cc. and will here repeat it. We read, 4 Sup- 


per being ended, or as Dr. Hammond ſays it 
e ought to be rendred, during the time of Sup- 
per, Jeſus riſeth from Supper, and layeth afide 
his Garments, and too a Towel and gird- 
„ himſelf - After that he poured Water in- 
%o a Baſon, and began to waſh the Diſciples 


Feet, and to wipe. them with the Towel where- 
with he was girded: So after he had waſhed 


e their Feet, and had taken his Garments and was 


fat down again, he ſaid unto them, Know ye 
what T have done to you? Ye call me Maſter 
and Lord: and ye ſay well, for ſo I am. If 
I then your Lord and Maſter, have waſhed your 
Feet, YE ALSO OUGHT TO WASH ONE ANo- 
THER'S FEET, FOR I HAVE GIVEN YOU AN 
* EXAMPLE, THAT YE SHOULD DO AS I HAVE 
e DONE ro You. Now here is a poſitive Com- 


mand, given at the time he gave the holy Eu- 


e chariſt; and no Intimation given, that he did 
not intend it to be literally underſtood. How 
„ ſhall any Man that is guided only by the Scrip- 
e tures, without any regard to the Practice and 
4% Tradition of the Church, diſtinguiſh between 
this and the Precept for celebrating the holy 
7 Euchariſt ? Why, may he ſay, ſhould one be 


&* obſerved, and not the other? Do the Words, 
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«. Do this in Remembrance of me, imply a ftronge 1 
cc, Precept than, Je ought to waſp one another , 
« Feet; ¶ have given you an Example," that 5e. 
& ſhould do as 1 have done to you.” TI ſhall 
add, are the Words, Iwill drink no more of 
the Fruit of the Vins, Do this in Remembrance 
of me, plainer or eaſier Texts of Scripture than, | 


Ie ought to waſh one another's Feet? Why then 


to return the Opponent his own Words, are the, 
»0t to; be underſtood in their plain literal Senſe, bu 
Tradition.muſt be haled in to put a foreign Into J 
pretation upon them ? For my part I can ſee no o- a j 5 
ther way of anſwering any one that ſhould aſk me, n e WI, 
why they are not to be underſtood literally, ſince 5 as ca 
they are ſo very plain and eaſy,, than by faying „ 3 
that the Church has never underſtood x Sen, 1 9 
literal-Senſe. And if our learned Opponent ſhould 0 na 
make the fame Anſwer, might we not ſay, Ein ue 
he ſo widely differs from himſelf, that we mu t. pil ! 
leave it to himſelf to. try what Apology be can 1 1 
make for it? But if he can give another Reaſon wh | 
why he does not underſtand theſe plain, ea) on ſat 
Words in a literal Senſe, beſide the conſtant Prac- 5 r- 
tice and Tradition of the Church, he would do 
well to let the World know it. The Reverend ; 
Mr. Deacon has put this Point home to him, 
and * demonſtratively proved, that if he and BY v 
thoſe of his Communion do not waſh one ano- Þ* 25 
chers Feet, his own Opinion and Argument 4 0 
will furniſh this Concluſion, that the) leaue A bb 
Scripture , and ſet up Tradition as rather to be ai. 
tended to. And therefore very juſtly applies to 
him the Words of St. Paul, M herein thou judz- 
eſt another thou condemneſe thy ſelf. And when this 
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errned Gentleman has apologized for himſelf; and 


given his Reaſons why thoſe of his Communion 
40 not waſh one another's Feet, I am verily per- 


ſuaded that will be a ſufficient Apology for me, 


3 why 1 do not underſtand a ſeemingly plain, eaſy 
Text literally, when I have the Tradition of the 
2 Catholick Church to underſtand it otherwiſe. 
= Hisnext Remark upon my Poſiſcript, & is that I 
ay, that Scripture and univerſal Tradition are al- 
[4 ways of one fide, and never had any Competiti- 


Jon between them. Whence, ſays he, it neceſſarily 
= follows, that when any Tradition is not of the ſame 


de with Scripture, as in the preſent Controverſy, 
that cannot poſſibly be an univerſal Tradition. If 
by not being of the ſame fide, he means being con- 


rar to Scripture, as ] ſuppoſe he does, then it 


i certain the things in Controverſy are of the 
ame ſide with Scripture; for if they were con- 


Jury to Scripture, they would, they muſt be 
bg awful, which he does not pretend they are: 


But if he means any thing elſe, by not being of 
be ſame fide, when he explains himſelf, I will en- 
deavour to give him an Anſwer. 2 

Ilt ſeems the Author of the Appendix had ob- 
ſerv'd, that the An ſaverer's Texts, which are 


brought to prove that Scripture, and not Tradition, 


ig preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples, as the 
Kule they are to walk by, do all relate to the 
2; Scriptures of the Old Teftament : Which being 


an Objection that I have farther urged in my 
preſent Diſcourſe againſt my learned Opponent's 


Application of thoſe Texts, I think it very pro- 
per to take notice of his Anſwer ; otherwile it 
may allo be pretended to be a full Anſwer to all I 
[2 have faid on that Topick. Our Opponent's Re- 
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that the Texts our Opponent has produced, tho 
they do prove the Scriptures to be preſcribed bj 


Raule; for if they d 


(38) 


ply then to this Relation of thoſe Texts to the 
la Teſtament is, No wonder if that were all 
that were referr'd to before the New Teſtament 
was written; but this is no Evidence, that th 
whole Canon of Scripture was not ſtill more to he 
depended upon, when it was once ſettled and con- 
Pleated. But this is an Evidence, that theſe Texas 
are not to be underſtood excluſively, as he under. 

ſtands them, that Scripture is preſcribed by o 


Saviour as the onLY RLE; ſince it is eviden 


he did not intend thoſe Scriptures which he pre- 
ſcribed, that is, the Scriptures of the Old Teſa. 
ment, ſhould be the onLyY RULE for his Diſcipi 
Zo walk by, becauſe if he had, he would not even! 
at that very time he referr'd them to the Scrip- 
tures of the Old Teſtament, have alſo given then 
farther Directions by Word of Mouth, and a,. 
terwards by his Holy Spirit direct the ſeveri 


Books of the New 'Teſtament to be written s 
he ſaw occaſion for them. It is certain then 


our Saviour, as the Rule his Diſciples are to wall 


hy, yet they do not yams them as a /ufficien 
id, he would not afterwards have 
reſcribed them any farther Rule, as he certain | 
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y has done in the Scriptures of the New Teſt: 


ment: But he ſays, this is 20 Evidence that th 
whole Canon of Scripture was not more to be di. 
pended on when it was once ſettled and compleatei. 
And is more to be depended on a ſufficient Er- 

dence that the Scripture is our ozly Rule? I my 
depend more upon one Rule than another, and yet 

not make the Rule which 7 more depend upon ny] 
only Rule. 5 

The Author of the Appendix ſays farther, Hat 
is not the leaſt Intimation againſt Tradition. 5 1 
5 LE Which! 
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which the Opponent replies, Nor 7s there the 
leaſt Intimation for it, nor was it neceſſary there 
ſhould be. The Anſwerer's Buſineſs was to ſhew, 
that Scripture was the Rule preſcribed us: But 
this is a Fallacy, for this was not his only Buſi- 
neſs. His Propoſition is, that Scripture, and 
NOT TRADITION, ic the Rule preſcribed us. And 


therefore it is his Buſineſs to prove, not only that 


Scripture is the Rule preſcribed us, but that Tra- 


dition is alſo Nor preſcribed us : Otherwiſe he 
does not prove his Propoſition. And therefore 


if we prove, as we have done, that Tradition al- 
ſo is preſcribed us, we overthrow his Propoſition, 
how many Texts ſoever he can produce to ſhew 
that Scripture 1s preſcribed us. „ 

The learned Doctor, * ſays our Opponent, rea- 
dily grants theſe Texts do ſend us to the Scriptures : 
But then he asks, what follows from all this? Is 


there a Word in theſe Texts againſt Tradition ? 
To which he anſwers: I do not ſay there is, nor 
do I want one, as have juſt now ſaid, our De- 
fign not being to condemn Tradition, but only to 


keep it in its due Bounds, and to its juſt and pro- 
per Uſe. But then I mult fay, if theſe Texts do 
not condemn Tradition, and he does not ſay 
they do; if they do not ſhew that Tradition can 


teach nothing to be neceſſary to Salvation, which 
the Scriptures have not taught, as they certainly 


do not, to what purpoſe are they brought? How 
do they prove his Propoſition? As to the due Bounds 
of Tradition, and the juſt and proper Uſe he is wil- 
ling to allow it, I deſire him to ſhew where the 
Scripture has ſet it thoſe Bounds, or where it has 
aſſign' d it that juſt and proper Uſe he talks of. 


The Texts of Scripture we have produc'd pre- 


No juſt Grounds, cc. v. 16. 
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( 49 ) 


lefs as thoſe he has produc'd which preſcribe the 
Seriptures: They ſend us to Tradition in the 
{ame manner thoſe he has produc'd ſend us to the 
Scriptures. I deſire hires 

thority he has to ſet Limitations to our Texts 
more than he will allow to his own. Why 
muſt Tradition be confined only to explaining 


ſome obſcure. Texts of Scripture, or to Matters 


not neceſſary to Salvation? I am ſure the Texts 
which ſay, * Keep the Traditions. F Hold the Tra- 
ditions. + Withdraw your ſelves from every Bro- 
ther that walketh diſorderly, and not after the 
Tradition he received of us, have not confincd 
Tradition to any ſuch Bounds or proper Uſe as he 
ſpeaks of, nor is there any other Text of Scrip- 
ture that ſo confines it. | 

But the Opponent goes on, and ſays, I hereas 
the learned Author of the Defence had produced 
ſome Texts of Scripture in favour of Tradition 
and the Anſwerer had obſerv'd, that nothing more 
can be meant by Tradition in thoſe places, but 
the Doftrines the Apoſtles taught the Chriſtians, 
whether by Writing or Word of Mouth, the 
learned Doctor puts this Queſtiun; And did any 
one ever produce them to prove more, than that 


the Apoſtles taught ſome things by Word of Mouth, 


and did not put all they taught in Writing ? Tet I 


am pretty confident he neither did, nor could take 
this to be the Anſwerer's Meaning. Whatever the 
Anſwerer's Meaning might be, this was what 


he ſaid, and I fairly quoted his Words. I know 


indeed they were not to his Purpoſe ; but as to 


his Meaning, I pretend not to underſtand it. It 


was his Purpoſe to prove, that Scripture, and 


* 


r Cor. xi. 2; 2 Thefl, ii. 15 + Bid. iii. 6. 
"NOT 


15 


ſcribing Tradition, are as unlimited and bound- 


ore to know what Au- 
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Nor TRADITION, ig the Rule . preſcribed us. e 


awalk by; and in order to this Proof he er 
5 


ſeveral Texts of Scripture; and when he is tol 


that in theſe Texts there is not the leaſt Intima- 


tion againſt Tradition; he anſwers, + No Scrip- 
ture need be ſought for to condemn it, ſince it is 
not Tradition, if rightly uſed, that he complains 
of. So that tho' his Purpoſe be to prove Scrip- 
ture, and Nor TRADITION, #s the Rule preſcri- 
bed us; and we tell him, that his Proofs do not 
come up to his Propoſition, that they prove no- 


thing 3 Tradition, then that is none of his 


Buſineſs, none of his Meaning. His Propoſition 
is direftly againſt Tradition, and the Texts are ci- 


ted to prove the Propoſition ; but it is none of 
his Buſineſs to ſhew they are againſt Tradition, if 
rightly uſed, though there is not a Word of 


rightly uſed in the Propoſition, nor docs any one, 
he I know of, plead for Tradition not rightly 


uſed, nor yet for $ cripture, if it be not rightly 


uſed; for Scripture may be abuſed as well as Tra- 
dition. Since then his Purpoſe or 1 
and his Meaning or his Buſineſs, are ſo widely 


FE: different from one another, how ſhould I know 


his Meaning otherwiſe than by his Words? 
However now he pretends to explain his Mean- 
ing, and ſays, Tho" before the New Teſtament was 


written, he Apoſtles might reaſonably refer their 


Auditors to what they had verbally delivered, it by 
no means follows from hence, that they did not Ab- 
TERWARDS put all they taught, as zeceſ/ary 
to be believed or practiced, in Writing. And I am 
apt to think the Doctor will not undertake to prove 
they did not. Bur I conccive it belongs to him 


that aſſerts they did, to prove that they did 8. 


fi No juſt Grounds, Cc. p. 15, 16. 


That 
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That the Apoſtles did deliver ſome things by 


word of Mouth, which they had not put in- 
to Writing when St. Paul wrote ſome of his 
Epiſtles is moſt certain, there 1s Evidence for 
it: But whether they afterwards put into 
Writing all that they had taught by word of 
Mouth , as neceſſary to be believed and prac- 
tiſed, has neither Scripture Evidence for it nor 
any other. So that if I ſhould not undertake 
to prove the Negative, yet it would not fol- 
low that the Affirmative may be depended on. 
Nay if the Affirmative cannot be proved, as I 
am perſuaded it cannot, neither does our Op- 
ponent pretend that he or any Body elſe has 
proved it; that is, if it cannot be proved, that zhe 
Apoſtles put all they taught as neceſſary to be be- 
lie ved and practiſed into Writing; then nothing 
hinders but we may believe that ſome things ne- 
ceſſary to be believed and practiſed may have been 
tranſmitted to us by Tradition only. However 
let us ſee whether the Negative may not be prov- 
ed in this Caſe; and I think I did prove it 
E in my Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, & c. For J 
ſhewed that St. Paul writing to Timothy, F ſays, 
Hold faſt the Form of ſound Words which thou 
haſt HEARD of me. Now what he had heard 
of St. Paul muſt be ſomething which that Apo- 
ſtle had delivered to him by word of Mouth, and 
not in Writing. And that St. Paul had no In- 
tention to put theſe things into Writing after- 
wards, nor ſuppoſed that any other of the Apo- 
ſtles would do it, is plain from what he ſays a lit- 
tle after. + The things that thou haſt HEARD of 
me among many Witneſſes, that 1s plainly, the 


* Nec. Uſe of Trad. p. 77. #2 Tim, i, 13. 
+ 2 Iim. ii. 2. 
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„ 
things thou haſt heard me teach by word of 
Mouth, not what I have put into Writing, zhe 


ſame commit thou to faithful Men, who ſhall be 


able to teach others alſo. What occaſion for this? 
What occaſion for. Timothy's Holding faſt the 
Form of ſound Words, which he had HEARDꝰ 
What occaſion for his committing them to faith- 
ful Men, if they were alrcady or AFTERWARDS 


to be all put into Writing? And certainly that 
Form of ſound Words, that which Timothy had 


HEARD from St. Paul amongſt many Witneſſes, 


vas ſomething neceſſary to be believed or praftiſed, 
or the Apoſtle would not have given ſuch a 


charge concerning them. Here then is the Teſ- 
timony of St. Paul, here is plain Scripture Evi- 
dence, that there was ſomething nece//ary to be 
believed and practiſed, which had not been com- 
mitted to Writing, nor was intended to be writ- 
ten at the time of St. Paul's Death. For I muſt 


obſerve this was the laſt OE that St. Paul 


wrote, as appears from thoſe Words in it, * 7 
am now ready to be offered, and the time of my 
departure is at Hand. So that St. Paul, when he 
recommended his Tradition to Timothy of ſome 
things neceſſary to be believed and practiſed, had 
written all that he intended to write, all that 
ever he did write; conſequently neither did put 
in Writing all that he had taught, nor was of 
Opinion that any other of the Apoſtles would 
put thoſe things in Writing: For if he had been 


of any ſuch Opinion, there was no occaſion why 


he ſhould recommend the Tranſmiſſion and Pre- 
ſervation of them by a faithful Tradition. If he 
or the other Apoſtles had thought fit to put the 


Form of found Words into Writing, there had 


v 2 Tim, iv. 6. - 
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( 44 ) 
been no need of Timothy's taking ſuch care to de- 
liver it by Tradition. However our learned Op- 
ponent * utterly denies this Doctrine, and begs 
that I will ſhew any one thing that the Apoſiles 
deſigned to be of univerſal aud perpetual Obligati- 
on, and did not put it into Writing. But I ſee 
not what Reaſon he has to defire this of me a- 
gain, when I had done it before, and he had not 
refuted it. I had ſhewed that the Apoſtle St. Paul 
had delivered to Timothy a Form of ſound Words, 
which he had not, nor ever did put into Writing, 
and which he required 7;mothy allo to deliver to 
other Biſhops after him: I ſay to other Biſhops, 
becauſe St. Paul requires it to be delivered to 
ſuch as were able to teach others alſo, which I 
take to be the peculiar Office of Biſhops and Preſ- 
byters. So that it was a Depoſitum, which St. 
Paul required to be committed to the Biſhops 
and Pre/byters in particular, and therefore there 
is no Queſtion but the other Apoſtles delivered 
the ſame Depoſitum to the Biſhops, which they 
alſo Ordained in their ſeveral Churches which 
were founded by them. That J a part of this 
Depoſitum certainly was the Form or Manner of 
adminiſtring the Ordinances of the Chriſtian 
Church: And thercfore where we find all Churches 
from the Beginning to have obſerved one com- 
mon Form in the Adminiſtration of the Sacra- 
ments, or other Apoſtolical Ordinances, though 
we find nothing of that Form in Scripture, we 
may ſafely conclude this was part of that Depo- 
ſitum which was delivered by the Apoſtles to be 
handed down by Tradition. 5 


No juſt Grounds, exc. p. 17. | 
1 Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, p. 118, 
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Now I have ſhewed in my Diſcourſe upon the 
Liturgies; Mr. Johnſon has alto ſhew'd the ſame in 


his two Books of the Unbloody Sacrifice ; Biſhop 


Hickes in his Chriſtian Prieſthood ; Mr. Bingham 
in his ſixth Volume of Ecceſiaſtical Antiquities; 
the Author of the Reaſons in the Reaſons, &c. 
Defence, and Vindication, have ſhew'd that in the 
Miniſtration of the Euchariſt, it was the univer- 
ſal Practice of the primitive Catholick Church 
to mix Water with the Sacramental Wine, to eu- 
chariftize or bleſs the Elements with a ſolemn 
Form of Thankſgiving, for the Creation and Re- 


demption of Mankind, which was accompanied 


with the Words of Inſtitution, a Prayer of Obla- 


tion, with a thankful Remembrance of Chriſt's 


Death, an Invocation for the Deſcent of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt to bleſs and ſanctiſy the Elements, and 
make them the Body and Blood of Chriſt, and & 
general Interceſſion for all Eſtates and Conditions 


of. Men, and particularly for the Faithful deceas'd. 
Ir is true, the Liturgies of the ſeveral Churches 


differ in their Words as to theſe Prayers, and 


ſome few, a very few, in the Order of placin 


the Interceſſion and Invocation, but they all a- 
gree in Senſe; and that is as much as it is poſſi- 
ble they ſhould do in a Form of found Words 
deliver'd by Tradition. We know that even the 
Lord's Prayer, whillt deliver'd by Tradition on- 
ty, was deliver'd in different Words, otherwiſe 
St. Matthew and St. Luke would not have writ- 
ten it in different Words from cach other. And 
i in fo ſhort a time, as between our Saviour's 
teaching that Prayer to his Diſciples, and St. 
Matthew and St. Luke's putting it into Writing, 
there was ſo much difference made in the Words 


of that ſhort Prayer, though the Senſe be the 
ſame, it can be no Objection againſt the Form 


found 


(46) 


found in all the Liturgies of the ancient Church, 
which were handed down by 'Tradition only for 
300 Years, that it 1s differently worded in all of 
them, though the Senſe be the ſame. 
I doubt not but my learned Opponent will 
ſay, this. is a begging the Queſtion : But 1 
muſt anſwer him, that it is not begging the Que- 
ſtion, but proving it. For having proy'd that 
the Apoſtles did actually deliver a Depoſitum to 
the Biſbops in particular, which they were to 
tranſmit to their Succeſſors as they had received 
It, that is by Tradition, it follows that ſome 
part of this Depoſitum muſt be the Form of ad- 
miniſtring the Sacraments, and particularly the 
Euchariſt. Therefore the good primitive, Bi- 
ſhops having received ſuch a particular Charge 
concerning this Depoſitum, we cannot doubt but 
they kept it faithfully; conſequently that Form 
of adminiſtring the Euchariſt which they all 
faithfully kept, and unanimouſly tranſmitted to 
their Hit, 2 was part of that Depoſitum, and 
theſe things now controverted are what we find 
they all faithfully obſerved, and unanimouſly 
tranſmitted to their Succeſſors by Tradition for 
300 Years before any of them put it into W rit- 
ing. So that though I do inſtance in the thin 
in Queſtion, as what the Apoſtles deſigned to be of 
univerſal. and perpetual Obligation, and did not 
put into Writing in ſome part or other of the New 
Teſtament, yet I do not beg the Queſtion, bur 
prove it: That is, I do not deſire him to grant 
that the things I have inſtanced in arc of univer- 
fal and perpetual Obligation, farther than the 
Proof that they are ſo will reach. 
However, an Inſtance may very eaſily be gi- 
ven of one thing at leaſt which the Apoſtles de- 
ſign'd to be of univerſal and perpetual Men, 
an 


(47) 
= and did not put it in Writing in any Part of the 
New Teſtament, and that is the Canon of the New 


Teftament it ſelf. . I ſuppoſe our learned Oppo- 


4 . 


nent will not deny, but the whole New Teſta- 
ment is of perpetual and univerſal Obligation; 
but there is not a Text, a Word, a Syllable in 
the whole New Teſtament, that teaches that 
whole Book to be of univerſal and perpetual O- 
bligation: And yet no body doubts (I mean no 
body who believes the New Teſtament to be 
the Word of God) that the Apoſtles and Evan- 
geliſts who wrote that Book, deſign'd it to be 
of pcrpetual and univerſal Obligation. How- 
ever they have no where told us that they did fo. 
The Apoſtles and Evangeliſts indeed, who wrote 
the ſeveral Parts of it, have ſet their Names to ſome 
of them; and perhaps ſome Texts may be found 
ſpeaking of ſome Epiſtle or Goſpel as of univer- 
fl and perpetual Obligation, but there is no Text 
to be found that ſays a Word of the whole New 
Teſtament, or that teaches us how many Books 


it conſiſts of, and ſeveral Books in that Canon. 


have no Teſtimony in Scripture, that they are of 
Divine Inſpiration, or the Word of God. We 
have Tradition only to aſſure us of this; with 
relation to the three firft Goſpels, the Acts of 
the Apoſtles, and the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 


not one Word in the New Teſtament to certify 


us, that theſe Books were written by any one of 
the Apoſtles, . or by any apoſtolical Men, much 
leſs that they are the Word of God, written by 
Divine Inſpiration. We have all this from Tra- 
dition only ; fo that here is one tente and that 


2 very conſiderable one, even the Rule of Faith, 


which the Apoſtles deſign'd to be of univerſal 
and perpetual Obligation, and yet they have not 
put it into Writing in any one Part or other of 


the 
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6 
the New 'Teftament, that they deſign'd any ſuch 
thing. 0 5 
Ger learned Opponent * goes on, and fays, 
The Anſwerer having fſhewn from Scripture; that 
the facred Writers preſcribe us no other Rule of 
Faith but Scripture, he next proceeds to Tradition 
For it. But I defire the Reader to conſider how 
the Anſwerer has ſhew'd this from Scripture: 
All the Texts he has produc'd, by his own 
 Confeſſzon, preſcribe only the Scriptures of the 
Old Teſtament for the Rule of Faith, which he 
| ſpeaks of: But 7s the Old Teſtament then the only /e 
Nule of Faith preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſs 
eiples? Yet all that he has prov'd from Scrip- 
ture is no more than that the Old Teftament is 
preſcribed-as a Rule to walk by : So that if thoſe 
Texts are to be nnderſtood excluſively, and to 
teach that to be our only Rule, the New Teſta- 
ment is excluded from being a Rule of Faith, 
no leſs than Tradition. And if they are not to 
be underſtood excluſiyely, then they do not teach 
tHe Scripture to be the only Rule of Faith, and 
confequently are nothing to his Purpoſe. For if 
Scripture be not the oN. Rule of Faith, and 
thell Texts do by no means prove it to be fo, 
then Tradition allo may be a Rule of Faith, for 
ay thing he has prov'd from Scripture to the 
contrary. Nay he owns alſo, that + there is not 
the leaf} Intimation againſt Tradition in any of 
theſe Texts. Indeed he pretends to limit Tradi- 
tion, and ſet Bonnds to it, that it ſhall teach no- 
thing of univerſal and perpetual Obligation that 
is not taught in Scripture; but he does not ſhew, 
or pretend to ſhew, that the Scripture has ſet any 
ſuch Bounds to it; they are purely Bounds of 
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his own making, or ſuch as he has learn'd from 


modern Divinity, unknown to the Church for 
7 1500 Years. Nor has he at all invalidated the 
£2 Texts we have brought from Scripture, to ſhew 
that the. Scripture it ſelf ſends us to Tradition. 
Leet any impartial Perſon Judge then, whether he 


has prov'd his Propoſition by Scripture, That 


2 Scripture, and not Tradition, that is Scripture a- 
lone excluſive of Tradition, is preſcribed by our 
Lord to his Diſciples, as the Rule they are to 
wall by. Or whether, as he here ſays, he has 
= ſewn from Scripture, that the ſacred Writers pre- 
= /cribe us no other Rule of Faith but Scripture. 
For the Texts he has cited, as himſelf confeſſes, 
preſcribe only the Scriptures of the Old Teſta- 
ment; and if there be no other Rule of Faith 
but the Old Teſtament, the New Teſtament - is 
certainly excluded from being any part of that 
Rule, and the Scripture has faid nothing at all 
to his Purpoſe. | ET 


Let us lee now if Tradition will help him any 


E better: whether that, as he ſays, will ſew that 


this was the Doctrine of the ancient Chriſtian Wri- 
ters. Of theſe, be tells us he produced Eighteen, 


? out of which I have thought fit to take notice on- 


Iy of Seven. Very true, becauſe J found no- 
thing in the other Eleven that fo much as 
ſeemed to the Purpoſe, nothing againſt Traditi- 


on. Let Men recommend Scripture as the Rule 


of Faith, let them ſay as high things as the 
pleaſe of it, 3 1 allow Tradition alſo 
to be a Rule for us to wal 


he maintains the Scripture to be the Rule preſcrib- 


ed us to walk by, he 2” plead more heartily 


for 
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by, I will join with 
them. But our learned Opponent frequently for- 
gets one part of his Propoſition, and ſets himſelf 
to prove the other, about which we have no 
Diſpute. For we do not differ with him when 
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for that than we are ready to do: But our Diffe- 
rence is about thoſe words in his Propoſition, 
SCRIPTURE AND. NOT TRADITION ; ſo that he 
excludes Tradition from being any Rule for us to 
walk by, when he fays there is No, oTHER 
Rule of Faith preſcribed us but Scripture. There- 
fore where any of his Authorities or Arguments 
tend not to prove this Point, but only to ſet 
forth the Excellency and Uſefulneſs of Scripture, 
without beating down Tradition, we do not 
conceive they tend to overthrow any thing we 


maintain. And this is the Reaſon, as I alleged 


in my Poſtſcript, why I took no notice of Eleven 
of his Fathers. They had ſaid nothing to the 
| Purpoſe, nothing that tended to depreciate Tra- 
dition, and therefore none of his Citations from 
thence bore any Relation to the. Controverſy. 
Neither did what he cited from the other Seven 


really and indeed depreciate Tradition, or con- 


fine it to the Bounds he and other Moderns have 
been pleaſed to ſet to it; yet foraſmuch as he had 
pre 

per to ſhew how he had miſrepreſented them: 
And that howſoever they may ſpeak. againſt thoſe 
who fer up Traditions for Apoſtolical which are 
not truly ſuch, and declare ſuch Traditions ought 
to be deſpiſed z, yet they all of them pay a great De- 
ference ta all truly Apoſtolical Traditions, which 
the Catholick Church had ever received and ob- 
ſerved, and would not ſuffer them to be de- 
preciated. 


The firſt of theſe Fathers, as the learned Op- 


ponent obſerves, is St. Jerom, and adds, that 
though there are ſix different Paſſages out of this 
Father, teaching that we are to ſlick ta the things 
Hat are written, that what has not Authority 
from Stripture is as eaſily deſpiſed. as proved; that 
thoſe Prophecies are not iv be received which agree 

7. Sit 8 


ented them as doing ſo, I thought it pro- 
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not with the Authority of the Old and New Tej« 
7 iments and that our Lord's Commands are to be 
attended to, rather than the Sayings of the greateſt 
Men; and that we are firſt to learn our Duty 
from thence he ſingles out only one as worthy of 
bis Confideration. And with good Reaſon too 
for what occaſion had I to examine what was 
nothing to the Purpoſe? Did Sr. Jerom, when he 
ſaid, I hat has not Authority from Scripture is as 
eaſily deſpiſed as proved, intend that Tradition 
vas to be deſpiſed? How comes he then, as I 
ſhall ſhew prefently, to argue ſo ſtrenuouſly againſt 
JLlelvidius in behalf ; 
ture has not taught at all? Could he think that 


1 ke 


the ſame with relation to Jovpinian, Vigilantius, 
and others, againſt whom he argues with Zeal 
and Earneſtneſs, in behalf of Traditions, concern- 
ing which the Scripture is wholly ſilent, but 


"IP ; 


7 ſays, What has not Authority from Scripture is as 
5 cafily deſpiſed as proved, contains no more than 
what he aſſerts in the firſt Paſſage, that we are to 


this firſt cited Paſſage, and that Anſwer not be- 


£2 farther anſwer it here; I ſee no occaſion there is 
Ez 8 to anſwer the other. The other 
Paſſages have not ſo much as the Appearance of 
any ching to the purpoſe. For what Prophecies 
do we pretend to receive that agree not with the 
Scriptures? Have any of us pretended to ſet up 
new Revelations? Which off us has taught that 
our Lord's Commands are not to be attended to 
= F 2 father 


of a Tradition, which the Scrip- 


Tradition was to be deſpis'd? If it was, why does 
he blame Heluidius for deſpiſing it? I could ſne w 


{ that T am unwilling to ſwell the Controverſy. 
with more than is abſolutely: neceſſary to vindi- 
cate our ſelves. I fay then, that when St. Ferom 


ict to the things that are written, and in anſwer- 
ing one J anſwer both. Therefore as I did anſwer 


ing thought ſatisfactory by my Opponent, I ſhall 
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rather than the Sayings of the greateſt Men? Or 
which of us has ſaid that we are not to learn our 
Duty firſt or chiefly from the Scriptures? But 
does St. Jesum ſay we are to learn our Duty no BY 
where elſe, becauſe we are chiefly to learn it there? 
When the Opponent has ſhewn how theſe things 
are to his purpoſe; how they prove that Scrip- war 


ture, and not Tradition, is the Rule we areto walk 
by, it will be time. enough to conſider them: 
For indeed I cannot at preſent ſee how they 
Trove any thing againſt us. What occaſion then 
Fad 1 to ſwell the Controverſy by the particular 


Examination of them? 


. 
0 « - 


No as to the Paſſage which I did examine, 
the: Words are theſe, Ut gue ſeripta ſunt nu dee 


negamus, ita ea que non ſunt ſcripta renuimus. 
This, I laid, * 7s ſo far from being againſt Tra- 
dition, the purpoſe for which it was quoted, if it 
was quoted to any purpoſe at all, that it is really 
an Argument for Tradition, and ſhews that in St. 
Jerom's Opinion. Tradition is to be adbered to, 
where, Scripture does not directly aſſert the contra- 
255 Our learned Opponent ſays, upon this Occa- 

ion, Here 1 muſt beg leave to 75 this Matter 
in ſomewhat a clearer Light. And I readily a- 
gree with the learned Dottor, that Helvidius had 
taken upon him to oppoſe the perpetual Virginity of 
45 blefjed Virgin, as if ſhe had had other Chil- 
lren after our bleſſed Saviour, and that St. Jerom 
ſet himſelf to confute this conceit of his, by engquir- 
ing into the ſeveral Texts of Scripture under which 
Helvidius had ſought to ſhelter himſelf. But then 
add, that St. Jerom having thoroughly examined 


them all, and ſhewn both by the Words themſelves, 


and by other Expreſſions in Scripture, that none of 
them ſerved the End for which they were produc: 


* Poſtſcript, p. 148. 
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el, he concludes very much to the Anſwerers pur- 
poſe, ut quæ ſcripta ſunt, &c. As we do not deny 
the things that are written, ſo we reject thoſe that are 
not written. We believe God to have been born of a 
Virgin, becauſe we read it ; we do not believe Mary 
to have married after her Delivery, becauſe we do 
ot read it. Which is as full a Reference to Scrip- 
ture concerning the Matter in Debate, as can be 
2 defred, and is an expreſs Declaration, that no Tra- 
dition is to be received that is not evidently conſiſtent 
with Scripture. But how this is to the Anſwer- 
er's Purpoſe, as he pretends, I don't ſee. Has he 
any Adverſary that pretends a Tradition 1s to be 
received that is not conſiſtent with Scripture? I 
am ſure this is a Suggeſtion he has no Ground 
for. What does not contradict the Scripture, is 
certainly conſiſtent with Scripture, and we have 
none of us pleaded for any thing that contradicts 
the Scripture; he dares not openly fay we have, 
but endcayours to perſuade his Readers that we 
have, by ſuch unfair Inſinuations. But as, I 
thank God, he cannot juſtify this Inſinuation, 
or prove that any of us have in any manner what- 
loever taught that any thing is to be received 
which is contrary to Scripture (for were the 
things we plead Br contrary to Scripture, they 
could not be lawful, which he allows them 
to be) this Paſſage of St. Jerom is nothing at 
all to the Opponent's Purpoſe, if it was you 
duced to juſtify any thing wherein we differ from 
him: And if it cannot ſerve that Purpoſe, it can 
ſerve no Purpoſe at all relating to the preſent Con- 
troverly. For we have never maintain'd, that 
any Tradition is to be receiv'd that is not evident= 
ly conſiſtent with Scripture : Yet becauſe it proves 
this Propoſition, and for no other Reaſon, he ſavs, 


7 is very much to the Anſaverer's Purpoſe. But I think 


1 ly very much to our Purpoſe ; for if the An- 
1 F 3 W erer 
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ſwerer would ſtick to his Purpoſe, that is, re- 
member his Propoſition, he is to prove, not bare- 
ly that he Scripture is the Rule for us to wall by, 
but that Tradition is no Rule, where the Scrip- 
ture is filent: And that when Tradition teaches 
any thing as neceſſary to Salvation, which the 
Scripture has not taught at all, it interferes with | 
Scripture, that is, is contrary to it. Now here 
St. Ferom, as we do, argues in behalf of a Tra- 
dition, which the Scripture has not taught at 
all, that is, the perpetual Virginity of the Virgin 
Mary. Helvidius, like our Opponent, argu'd 
that this was contrary to Scripture, therefore 
was not to be admitted; and in order hercto, 
heaps up a great many Texts of Scripture, which! 
he pretends prove that Mary did not continue a3 
Virgin after our Saviour was born. St. Ferom, 
as we do, examines the ſeveral Texts, and ſhews Þ 
they prove no ſuch thing as Helvidius produc'd Þ 
them for. And then ſays, As we do not deny the 
things that are written, ſo we reject the thing; 
that are not written. We believe God to have been 
born of a Virgin, becauſe we read it; we do not 
believe Mary to have married after her Delivery, Þ 
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becauſe we do not read it. So we ſay, As we do 
not deny 2 things that are we ; fo when 
you pretend to prove any thi Scripture, as 
22 did, 2 like hin aſt us 5 the 
Scripture ſays nothing of, we reject thoſe thing: 
as not being written. We believed that Chriſt pre- 
ſeribed the Scriptures of the Old Teflament to be 
a Rule for his Diſciples to walk by, becauſe we | 
read it; we do not believe that be excluded thi 
New Teſtament, or Tradition, from being a Rule 
alſo, becauſe we do not read it. But the Tradi- 
tion St. Jerom pleaded for, did not regard any] 
neceſſary Point concerning either Faith or Prac- 
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(55) 
tice, and this our learned Opponent inſiſts much 
upon. Though, ſays he, 4 Tradition that is not 


contrary to Scripture, nor has any other ill Conſe- 
quences, may be ſafely, and in ſome Caſes piouſly 


entertain'd, yet here is not the leaſt Intimation 


that ſuch a Tradition may make any thing a neceſ= 


ſary Duty, which the Scripture ſays nothing at all 


of ; which is what the Doctor would be at, though 
in flat Oppoſition to St. Jerom. But how is this 
in flat Oppoſition to St. Ferom ? Does St. Jerom 
ſay, that if the Tradition he defended againſt 
Helvidius had been a thing neceſſary to Salvation, 
it was not to be entertain'd, becauſe the Scrip- 
ture had ſaid nothing of it? Where then is the 
Oppoſition to St. Ferom, if we ſhould wh that 


Tradition may make any thing neceſſany which the 


Scripture ſays nothing at all of? I am ſure it is 


2 to what St. Jerom has ſaid here. That 


Father certainly argues for a Tradition, which 


the Scripture ſays nothing at all of. He ſuppoſes 


it an Error in Helvidius to oppoſe it; but he 
makes no Diſtinction concerning the Authorit 
of Tradition in Matters neceſſary or not 8 
fary. And if our Opponent thinks fit to inſiſt 
upon St. Ferom's Teſtimony in this Caſe, we 
muſt uſe his own Words, As we do not deny what 


$7, Jerom has written in this Caſe, ſo we reje 


what be has not written. For here our learned 


Anſwerer would put upon us what St. Jerom has 


evidently not written. St. Ferom's Argument 


will certainly hold good againſt every Point main- 


tain'd by our Opponent. That Scripture is a 
Rule preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples to 
walk by, we believe, becauſe it is written. That 


Tradition is excluded by our Lord from being a 


Rule for his Diſciples to walk by, we do not 
believe, becauſe we read no ſuch Excluſion in 
F 4 _ Senipture. 
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Scripture. Neither do we believe, that if Tra- 
dition teaches any thing as of neceſſity to Salva- 
tion, which the Scripture has not taught at all, 

it interferes with Scripture, becauſe we do not 
read it. Neither do we believe that the Apoſtles 
put into Writing all that they deſign'd to be of 
perpetual and univerſal Obligation, becauſe we do 
not read that they did ſo. Whereas our learned 
Opponent, juſt like Helvidius, endeavours to put 
upon us that which is not written in Scripture, 
as if it was there written, though in flat Oppo- 
ſition to St. Ferom, whom he appeals to on this 
Occaſion. And therefore I hall venture to ſay 
it again, that this Paſſage of St. Ferom is ſo far 
from being againſt Tradition, that it is really an 


Argument for Tradition; and ſhews, that in St. 


Jerom's Opinion, Tradition is to be adher'd to 
when the Scripture does not directly aſſert the 
contrary. And I ſhall add, that this Father does 
no where limit Tradition to things that are not 
neceſſary, or any where intimate that Tradition 
cannot make any thing a neceſſary Duty, which the 
Scripture ſays nothing at all of; ſo that our Op- 
ponent, otherwiſe than by Miſrepreſentation, can 
never make him to ſpeak of his fide. But I 
think it very plain that he is of ours, ſince he 
teaches that Tradition is to be adher'd to, where 


it does not contradict the Scripture, and does not 
limit it, as our learned Opponent does to things 


that are not neceſſary. 


In the next place * our learned Opponent tells 
us, That the Anſwerer had obſerv'd from Irenæus, 


that he promiſes to diſprove the Tenents of the He- 


reticks from Scripture : That he ſays of the Goſpel, 


the Apoſtles deliver'd it in the Scriptures to be the 
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Foundation and Pillar of our Faith; and complains 
of the Hereticks, that being confuted out of Scripture, 


they ſet themſelves to accuſe the Scripture; and in 


ſhort, he blames them for depending more upon Tra- 
dition than they did upon the Nord of God. But 
I defire to know where it is that Vrenæus diſtin- 
guiſhes between Tradition and the Word of Cod. 
Kay not the Word of God be deliver'd by Tra- 
dition? Was it not deliver d by Tradition for 
above two thouſand Years, from Adam to Mo- 
ſes? For Inſtance ; Was the Promiſe God made 
to Adam concerning Chriſt, that the Seed of the 
Woman ſhould break the Serpent's Head, leſs the 
Word of God, before it was written by Moſes, 
than afterwards ? This is another cunning Sug- 
geſtion, as if thoſe who maintain'd that T ws. 


tion may teach things neceſſary to Salvation, in 
ſome Matters wherein the Scripture is filent, had 


taught that ſomething may be neceſſary to Salva- 
tion which is not the Word of God. But Imuſt 
acquaint the Reader, that we do not believe 
any thing to be neceſſary to be deliver'd or ob- 
ſerv'd in Matters of Religion, but as we bclieve it 
to be the Word of God; that is, as we believe 


it to have been required of God's revealed Will. 


Only we ſay, that as that revealed Will was 
tranſmitted by Tradition only for above two 
thouſand Years z ſo, for ought appcars to the 
contrary, ſome part of it may {till be tranſmitted. 
Conſequently, where we have ſufficient Evidence 
that any part of God's revealed Will has been ſo 


convey'd to us, we think our ſelves bound to re- 


ceive it as God's Word, though it be not written 
in Scripture, there being nothing in the whole 
Scripture teaching us that every part of God's 
Word is there written. Our learned Opponent, 
when he firſt quoted Jrenæus, kept to the Word 


Scripture, 


TE © 
Scripture, therefore I had no occaſion to make 
this Obſervation before; but now he has thought 
fit to change his Phraſe, 'and make Tradition op- 
poſite to the Word of God, as if God's Word 
could not be convey'd to us by Tradition, 1 
thought neceſſary to take notice of it, and ſhew 
that he had ho Grounds for that Variation of his 
Phraſe. But what I anſwer'd then to theſe Ci- 


| tations from Irenæus was this, To what purpoſe 


theſe Paſſages are cited I know not, unleſs it be 
20 ſuggeſt, that thoſe that oppoſe him deny the 
Divine Authority of the Scriptures, Upon which he 
ſays, that he cited theſe Paſſages to tow that Ire- 
næus long ago looked upon Scripture as the Rule of 
our Faith, and the proper Inſtrument for the de- 
ciding the Debates that ariſe amongſt us; and that 


our Duty is to be learned from hence, but not from 


Tradition without Scripture. Now I muſt tell 
our learned Opponent again, that we never de- 


nied Scripture to be a proper Inſtrument to de- 


cide Debates in the Religion; but we are not 


therefore for excluding 'Tradition, if that ha 


pens to ſpeak plainly and clearly, even where the 
Scripture is ſilent. Nor do I find one Word in 
any Paſſage he has cited from /reneus, wherein 
he ſays, either in expreſs Words, or by fair Con- 
ſequence, that our Duty is to be learned from 
Scripture alone, and not from Tradition without 


Scripture, or in any Matter wherein the Scrip- 
ture is ſilent; which is what our Opponent main- 


tains and 2 him to ſay. So far from it, 
that I obſerv'd that Jrenæus lays, M hat if the 
Apoſtles had left us no Scripture at all, ought we 


not to have followed the Order of that Tradition, 


which they deliver'd to thoſe to whom they commit- 
ted the Churches? To which our learned Oppo- 
nent replies, No doubts this? If we had bad 
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10 Scriptures tranſmitted to us, without queſtion it 
had been our Duty to make uſe of the beſt Light 
that could be got without them: But the Doftor 
will not ſay, our having the Scriptures to conſult 
on all occaſions does not quite alter the Caſe. But 
he ſhould firſt prove, that we have the Scriptures 


to conſult upon ALL. occaſions, that is, that what- 
ſoever the Apoſiles defign'd to be of univerſal and 


perpetual Obligation, they actually did put in Wri- 
ting in ſome part or other of the New Teſtament. 
I have ſhew'd from St. Paul that this was not 
done in his Life time; becauſe, in the very laſt 
Epiſtle that he wrote, he expreſly ſpeaks of a 
Form of ſound Words, which he had not com- 
mitted to Writing, which he charges Timothy to 
keep and commit to faithful Men, who may be 
able to teach others alſo. And I have alſo ſnew'd, 
both here and in my Diſcourſe * of the Neceſſa- 
ry Uſe of Tradition, &c. that the ancient Litur- 
gies, or the Form of adminiſtring Divine Ordi- 
nances, was a part of that Form of ſound Words. 
And it does not appear, that this Form of ſound 
MNords was committed to Writing by any other 
of the Apoſtles after St. Paul's Death, or that it 
was afterwards put into any part of the New 
Teſtament. I ſhall obſerve farther, that St. Paul's 
Writings make a very conſiderable part of the 
New Teſtament, that he is more particular than 
any other in the Account given of the Inſtitu- 
tion of the holy Euchariſt, and how it was to be 
adminiſtred; and not one Book of the New 
Teſtament, which was written after his Death, 
ſo much as mentions that Sacrament z Vet even 
he had not put all that he had taught concern- 
ing that Matter in Writing, but deliver'd a Form 


* Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, ec. p. 117. 


of 


( 6 ) 


of ſound Words, a Form of adminiſtring Divine 


Ordinances by Tradition. It is certain the whole 


Form of adminiſtring the Euchariſt, which the 
Apoſtles deſign'd to be of univerſal and per- 
petual Obligation, is not put in Writing in any 
part of the New Teſtament. And therefore 
our having the Scriptures to conſult (I can't fay 
on ALL Occaſions, becauſe on ſome Occaſions 


they may be ſilent) has not ſo quite alter'd the 


Caſe, but that it is ſtill our Duty, where they 
are ſilent, to make uſe of the beſt Light that 
can be got without them. Our learned Oppo- 
nent alſo ſays, that when Irenæus ſends us to Tra- 
dition, he ſpeaks of determining a Queſtion of 
ſmall Importance, and by conſequence no neceſſary 
and eſſential Part of our Religion. But did he 
therefore ſuppoſe, that if it was of greater Im- 
portance, and neceſſary, and eſſential to Reli- 
gion, Tradition was not to be regarded. That 


was certainly very far from Jreneus's Purpoſe. 


His Buſineſs was to refute the Hereticks, who 
denied the Fundamentals of Religion: And he 
_ urges againſt them the Tradition of the Church- 
es founded by the Apoſtles, and argues, that tho” 
it was in a Queſtion of ſmall Importance, the 
ought to be determin'd by ſuch Tradition; ach 
rather in Matters of greater Importance, and which 
were a neceſſary and eſſential Part of Religion; 
the Tradition of which thoſe Churches would 
be ſure to preſerve with more than ordinary care. 
It was 5 for this Reaſon, that Jrenæus men- 
tions a 
he thought, as our learned Opponent would in- 
fer, that Tradition was not to be adher'd to in 
Matters of greater concern; but that, if Tradi- 
tion ought to be attended to in ſmaller Matters, 
it ſhould much rather be attended to in greater. 


And 


ueſtion of ſmall Importance, not that 
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And therefore he obſerves, that thoſe Nations, 

who had receiv'd and preſerv'd the Chriſtian Re- 

ligion by Tradition oy without any Scriptures 
2 


at all, had no Hereticks amongſt them. Thus, 
ſays he, by means of that old Tradition of the A. 
poſtles, they admit not ſo much as a Thought of thoſe 
range things taught by the Hereticks : So that 
it is evident, he allow'd as much to the Teſti- 
mony of 'Tradition, in Matters of the greateſt 
Importance, as in ſmaller Matters. He did not 


_ confine Tradition to the Determination of leſſer 
Points only, as our Anſwerer does. 


I could in the fame manner proceed to exa- 
mine his other Citations from the Fathers, and 
ſhew that they have all ſpoke of our fide the 


| Queſtion rather than of his; but I ſhall at pre- 


ſent forbear for the following Reaſons. Firſt, 
becauſe, I fear I may ſwell this Anſwer too much 
it being already larger than I at firſt propos'd. In 
the next place our learned Opponent having by 


no means proved this Propoſition from Scripture, 


(ſince the Texts he has produced do as much ex- 
elude the New Teſtament from being a Rule to 
us as they do Tradition) if the Fathers ſpoke 
never ſo clearly for him it would ſignify nothing; 
becauſe it would be contrary to his Propoſition 
to believe, that Tradition can make that neceſſa- 
ry, which the Scriptures have not taught at all: 
For if his Propoſition, that Scripture and not 
Tradition; that is, Scripture without Tradition, 
and excluſive of it, is preſcribed by our Lord to his 
Diſciples, as the Rules they are towalk by; if it can- 
not be proved from Scripture, as I have ſhewed it 
cannot, all the Proofs that can poſſibly be muſ- 
tered up from the Fathers can be of no ſervice 
to him, becauſe the Propoſition it {Alf excludes 
them. But the principal and chief ae” why 


( 6+ ) 

L ſhall not give my ſelf any farther trouble to 
examine the Paſſages he has produced from the 
Fathers, is becaule I am very willing to grant 
him that they do declare for the ſufficiency of 
the Scriptures; but then it muſt be granted, that 
they do alſo preſs the neceſſity of adhering to 
Tradition, even though it be in Matters which 
the Scriptures have not taught at all: Andthis is 
done by the very ſame Fathers, as (not to heap up 
new and unneceſſary Citations from them) I ſhall 
ſhew particularly in St. Bail, cited both by my 
learned Opponent and my ſelf. * He cites him 
as ſaying, that It is a manifeſ# Falling from the 
Faith, and a great Inſtance of Pride, either to ſet 
aſide any thing of thoſe that are Written, or to 
introduce any of” the things that are not Written. 
With ſeveral other Paſſages to the ſame: purpoſe. 
And I have alſo cited him as ſaying as much alſo 
as we can defire in behalf of Tradition. Par- 
ticularly this, Theſe Decrees and Declarations are 
commanded in written Doctrine But we receive 
the others as given to us in Myſtery from the Tra- 
dition of the Apoſtles, which are both of Tas, SAE 
OnLrOATION with regard to Godlineſs. But no 
Body contraditts. theſe, who has the leaſt Experi- 
ence of Eccleſiaſtical Inſtitutions. For if e reject 
the unwritten: Cuſtoms, as of no great Authority, 
we- ſhall imprudently do an Injury to the Goſpel it 
ſelf, or rather bring what is there taught to a 
bare Name. Therefore inſtead of barely urging 
ſuch ſeemingly different Paſſages of the Fathers, 
one againſt another, of which many might be 
heaped up, I ſhall chooſe to decline that Me- 
thod, and only ſhew how theſe Paſſages. are to 


Neo ſufficient Reaſon, Oc. part. . pag. 13. 
4 Poſtſcript, p. 162. | oo. 


be 
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BEEP 
be reconciled ; that fo the Reader may not 
run away with a Notion that the Fathers con- 
tradict one another, and ſeveral of them them 
ſelves alſo, and thence be induced to think them 
not worthy of credit in any thing they ſay, but 
may learn indeed what was their real Sentiment 
in the Point now diſputed, and thence judge 
whether ſpcaks moſt agreeably to their Opinion, 
we or our Opponent. And in conſidering theſe 
two Paſſages of St. Baſil, we examine all that is 
ſaid by the Fathers on both ſides of the Queſtion; 
the other, Fathers, as I am ready to prove, if our 
Opponent ſhould deny it, ſaying what is equiva- 
lent to both theſe ſeemingly oppoſite Paſſages of 
this Father. | 
Now I did upon this occaſion ſet the Opinion. 
of St. Bafil in a.clear Light, and conſequently. o 
the other Fathers who had ſpoken as he did; and 
that the Reader may ſee whether our Opponent 
or we ſpeak according to the real Sentiments of 
the Fathers, I will ſhew what both he and I. 
have ſaid concerning what has been cited from 
St. Baſil. He ſays, * with regard to this Father's 


” ſaying, That both writien and unwritten Traditi- 


ons are of equal Obligation , that he ſhall make 
no other Reply to it but this, Either this Doc- 
trine is well conſiſtent with what this and the other 
Fathers have taught about taking Scripture for 
our only ſure Rule, or it is not. Fit be, 1 
have no need to concern my ſelf about it. If it be 
not, but ſhews this Father to claſh both with him- 
felf, and with others of the ancient Writers; this. 
is the worſt way in the World for recommending. 
their Traditions as Infallible, and for this Reaſon 


%o far as it holds, it tends only to prove the con- 


trary. The ſame may be ſaid likewiſe of what is 
alleged from Epiphanius, St. Auguſtine , and St. 
No juſt Grounds, Cc. p. 29. 5 NR 


1 


Chryſoſtom. Conſequently it is very indifferent 
to him whether the Fathers are to be reconciled 
or not, whether they ſpeak agreeably to them- 
ſelves or one another. So he can overthrow 
our Opinion, he cares not what becomes of his 
own Propoſition; which I have ſhewed is not 
to be proved by Scripture, at leaſt that he has 
not proved it from thence; and if the Fathers 
claſh ſo with themſelves and one another, that 
there is no dependence upon what they fay, their 
Declarations ''in Favour of his Propoſition are 
worth nothing. Nay what will become of the 
Canon of Scripture it ſelf, which he owns * has 
no other Evidence but Tradition? Therefore if 


he had no regard for his own Propoſition, but 


was willing to part with it ſo he might get an 
Advantage of us; yet I am ſorry to find he can 
ſo eaſily give up the Canon of Scripture, by re- 
preſenting Tradition, its only Evidence, as a 


5 thing that deſerves no regard: For if the Fathers 


that have handed this Tradition to us claſh with 
one another, what regard is due to their Tradi- 
tions? But ſuppoſe the Fathers may be reconcil- 
ed to one another, and it may be ſhewed that 
they do not claſh in this Matter, but ſpeak con- 
ſiſtently with themſelves and one another: Then 
it ſeems he has no need to concern himſelf about 
it. This is very ſtrange: Is it neceſſary that if 
they are to be ee it muſt be in Favour of 


his Opinion? He had no occaſion to think fo, 
if he would have vouchſafed to have conſidered 


what I have ſaid on this Matter. I deſire to 
know if the very ſame Anſwer would not ſerve 
us as well as it Ges him. Either St. Baſil's Doc- 
trine, that it 7s falling from the Faith, and a great 


* No juſt Grounds, 5. 53. 
| Inſtance 


ice 


| worſt way in the World to prove his Propoſi- 


41 e rms to reconcile the Fathers to themſelves 
an 


Adminiſtring the Euchari 


Inflance of Pride, either to ſet aſide any thing 
of thoſe that are written, or to introduce any of 
the things that are not written, is well conſiſtent 
with what this and the other Fathers have taught 
about written and unwritten Traditions as of equal 
Force, or it is not. If it be, we have no need to 
concern our ſelves about it. If it be not, but 
ſhews this Father to claſh both with himſelf and 
with others of the ancient Writers; this is the 


tion from the Tradition of the Fathers or their 
unanimous Teſtimony. Nay, if the Fathers thus 
claſh with themſelves and one another in the 
Teſtimony they give concerning our Adherence 
to Scripture and Tradition, how ſhall we credit 
their Evidence for the Canon of Scripture it 
ſelf? Is not this Argument as full againſt him 
as againſt us? And does not he lie under an O- 


to one another, as much as we do, tho” he 
ſeems to think it does not concern hi? 
Now I had ſhew'd how theſe Paſſages of St. 
Bafil, and conſequently all the ſeemingly diffe- 
rent Paſſages of the Fathers, relating to this- 
Queſtion, are to be reconciled ; that when they 
pork of Scripture as the only ſure Rule, they 
poke with regard to Articles of Faith: When 
they ſpoke of the Obedience that was due to Tra- 
dition, and declar'd it to be of the ſame Obligation 
with the Scriptures, they ſpoke of the Forms of 
K and other Divine 
Ordinances. I was ſenſible that theſe two Paſſa- 
ges, if underſtood with regard to the ſame thing, 
muſt be contrary to each other; ſo that both 
could not be true, and if I did not let the un- 
learned Reader ſee how the Difference was to be 
reconciled, and that when they ſpoke of the 
5 G ſufficiency 
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ſufficiency of Scripture, they ſpoke it only with 


regard to the Articles of Faith; when they 
ſpoke of the ſufficiency. of Tradition, even with- 
out Scripture, they ſpoke of religious Worſhip, 
and the manner how it was to be perform'd, he 
might run away with a Notion, that the Fathers 
were à Company of filly Fellows that taught 
Contradictions, that were neither agreeable to 

one another, nor yet to themſelves; tar not on- 
ly one contradicted what another had ſaid, but 
that the ſame Fathers contradicted in one place 
what they had ſaid in another, and therefore their 
Feſtimony was not to be regarded. A Notion 
that I was ſenſible had too much prevail'd, and, 
if not obviated and ſhew'd to be falſe, muſt 
bring the Canon of Scripture it ſelf into queſti- 
of, which, as our learned Opponent allows, de- 
pends entirely on their Evidence: And yet not- 

withſtanding ſuch ſeeming Contrariety muſt ne- 
ceſſarily affe& our Evidence for the Canon of 
Scripture, it is very indifferent to him whether 
it is to be reconciFd or not. So that he may 


gaifl his Point, that Tradition alone is not ſuffict- 


ent to make any thing à neceſſary Duty, which the 
Scriptures have not made fo, he cares not tho' he 
gives up the only Evidence we have for the Canon 
of Scripture. But I Was cautious how I gave up 
ſo material a Point, and therefore ſhew'd that 
theſe ſcemingly contrary Paſſages in St. Baſil, and 
conſequently in the other Fathers, were recon- 
citeabſd, and ſaid, 7% Articles of Faith are clear- 


ty" ſet down in Sciipiure and were taught to all, 


even before Baptiſis : But the Manner of Celebra- 
ting the Euchariſt, and the ſame may be faid of 


other Apoſtolical Inſtitutions, is not thore, as St. 
Ball intimates, ſo fully ſet down; that was given 
iI Myſtery, as he obſerves; that is, in ſuch man- 


ner 
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deliver'd by Tradition only; 


C9] 
ner as to be kept ſecret from all that were not ad- 
mitted to partake of it, for which we have many 
other ancient Teſtimonies befitle this, as might be 
proved from many Paſſages of the Fathers, if it 
were needful, and for this 1 he ſays, was 

or had it been put 
into Writing, it might have come into the Hands 
of the Heathen, or others from whom they thought 
proper to have it conceal'd. And this Tradition he 


 nfferts to be of equal Obligation with the written 
Mord. ' So ] did reconeile the Ancients to them 


ſelves and to one another, in reconciling theſe 
two ſeemingly contrary Paſſages of St. Baſil, and 
ſhew'd, that though they did maintain the ſuffi- 


ciency of Scripture alone, as to Articles of Faith, 
yet they alſo maintain'd, that in Matters of reli- 


* 


gious Worſhip, Tradition alone might make that 


a neceſſary Duty which the Scriptures had not 
made ſo. And thus, and no otherwiſe, are they 
perfectly agreeable to themſelves, and to each o- 
ther. And therefore, when I had fo clearly 
ſhew'd how the Fathers taught nothing that was 
really contrary to. themſclves, or to cach other, 
in theſe ſeemingly different Aſſertions, becauſe in 
one Caſe they were to be underſtood as 3 
of Articles of Faith, which they acknowledg' 
were to be learn'd from the Scriptures alone, and 


that Tradition was only a ſubſidiary Aſſiſtant to 
corroborate and confirm what was taught in the 
Scripture z and in the other where they ſaid, 


that Tradition made that neceſſary which the 
Scriptures had not gat at all, they ſpoke with 


regard to religious Worſhip. Theſe Afertions 


being thus applied to different Cafes, are very 


conſiſtent with each other. And therefore, tho 
this Doctrine be well confiſtent with what this and 


the other Fathers have taught about taking Scrip- 
G 2 ture 
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ture for our only ſure Rule, yet our 1 815 has 


need to concern himſelf about it; for being found 
to be conſiſtent, nothing can be more oppoſite to 


his Propoſition, that Tradition cannot make that 


a neceſſary Duty which the Scriptures have not 


_ taught at all; theſe ſeveral Declarations of the 


Fathers, if conſiſtent with each other (as I have 


ſhew'd they are) being "uy contrary to it. 


What I have here faid, I find confirm'd & by 


Mr. Thorndike, who has ſhew'd from ſeveral In- 


ſtances, that the Fathers acknowledg'd the Sufh- 
cience and Clearneſs of the Scriptures, and that 
yet at the fame time they repreſent thoſe things 
as neceſſary Duties, which are preſcribed by Tra- 
dition only. He proceeds to reconcile them, 
and ſays, “ Allege: they what they can allege 
ce out of the Fathers, to ſhew, that they acknow- 
“ ledge the Scriptures both ſufficient and per- 


6 e 3 I ſhall not be troubled at it, but 
cc 


« ther fide, how reſolutely, how generally the 


Tradition, both of the Rule of Faith, and of 


© Laws to the Church, is acknowledg'd even b 
«© thoſe Witneſſes, whole Sayings are alleged to 


“ argue the Sufficience, Perfection, and Evi- 


6 dence of the Scriptures. Is it civil, is it rea- 
“ ſonable to ſay, that the Writers of the Chri- 
&« {tan Church make it their Buſineſs to contra- 
dict themſelves, which no Scholar will admit 
“ either Inſidels, Pagans, Jews, Mahometans or 
„ Heretichs to do? Is it not ealy to fave them 
& from contradicting themſelves, by ſaying, that 
„ Tradition of Faith containeth nothing that is 


. Epilogue, Book I. chap. Xxxi. p. 181, &c. 
I Ibid. p. 186, 85 . 


"not 


hall willingly concur to acknowledge the ſame. 
6 Conſider now what is alleged on the o- 
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& not in the Scriptures, but limits the Meaning of 
that which they contain; Tradition of Laws 

« may contain that which is not in the Scrip- 

ce tures, for the Species of Fact, but is derived 
« from the Scriptures, for the Authority from 

« whence it proceeds? Or, is it poſſible by any 
© other Means, reaſonably to ſave them from 

« contradicting themſelves?” Afterwards * in 

his Book concerning the Laws of the Church, he 

ſhews us, that by the Tradition of Laws here men- 

tion'd, he means Traditions concerning the Eu- 

chariſt, and other divine Ordinances, for thoſe 
„ are the things which he there ranks under the 
Head of the Laws of the Church. And there 
, = he ſays of the Euchariſt in particular, © I do 
= “maintain, that the Order of Celebrating the 
„ Fucharift, and the Prayer which it was from 
« the Beginning ſolemniz'd with, were from the 


© Beginning preſcribed the Church by unwritten 


_ « Cuttom; that is, by Tradition from the Apo- 
E &« ſtles, containing, tho' not in ſo many Words, 


l 3 ce that it was not lawful to uſe more or leſs, yet 
F 
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the Matter and Subſtance of the Conſecration 
© of it, together with the Matter and Subſtance 
E « of the Neceſſities of the Church for which 
it was offer'd, as receiv'd from the Beginning, 
« was every where known to be the ſame.” 
Thus he not only reconciles theſe ſeemingly op- 
poſite Paſſages of the Fathers juſt as J have 
done, bur alſo ſays there is no other way of do- 
ing it. And if it be fo, our learned Opponent, 
I conceive, has ſome need to concern himſelf 
about it, or elſe his plentiful Tradition will do 
bis Cauſe no ſervice. ER | 


= En ilozue, Boot III. i 1bid. chap. xxili. p. 217, 


83 In 


(70) 
In the next place my learned Opponent * ob- 
ſerves, that I ſay nothing to what he had related 
concerning the Opinion of divers of the Foreien | 
Churches in this Behalf : And ſeems diſpleaſed | 1 ha 
with another Gentleman for throwing them afide l be 
at once, as if becauſe they were erroneous in ſome Aatio 
things, it were impoſſible for them to be right in Pref! 


any. Now I mult confeſs I took no notice of ſaid, 
them for the ſame Reaſon that Gentleman gives ment 
for throwing them aſide, Þ becauſe our learned ment: 


Opponent, as well as we, diſowns their Reforma- mans 
tion, and rejetts their Communion. But why is 
this an inſufficient Anſwer when coming from | 7 hat 
one of us, and yet an Anſwer to the very ſame | 
effect, when coming from himſelf, is thought ſo ec 
Full that he expects to hear no more about it? For 1 Vas, 
this is the Anſwer he gives + to a Paſſage cited Hor 
as from St. Ferom, That how/oever thoſe Words ind. 
are found in St. Jerom, they are only ſpoken aa © 
From a Luciferian. Aud it muſt be a bad Cauſe Age 
that wants the Doctrine of a known Heretick to | aiſe , 
| ſupport it. May not we anſwer, becauſe the Lu- by 7 
y ciferians were erroneous in ſome things, was it in- Con 
| | "poſſible for them to be right in any? I am well 1 7”: 
ſatisfied this learned Opponent is not able to prove 
1 the Luciferians to have maintained more and belie 
a 5 me Errors than thoſe which are maintained in 8 
by the foreign reformed he has named. Therefore do 6 
he ought to think the Anſwer made in one cafe | Uri 
i - as ſufficient as in the other. =>,” 
Bur * there are two other Authorities he ob- | the 
ſerves I thought my ſelf obliged to take notice | Pe. 
of; one is taken from the Author of the Ra- 0“ 


* No juſt Grounds, p. 31. I . 
I Append to the Neceſſity of an Alteration, p. 154. . mA 
+ No juſt Grounds, p. 20, * 1bid, p. 31. : fou 
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: ſons 4 and the other from my ſelf. I gave the 


ſame Anſwer to both in my Poſtſcript, which 


being not thought Satisfactory by my Opponent, 
1 ſhall therefore vindicate. My Words are theſe, 
MM hen we build our Hopes upon what has no Foun- 
dation in the Word of God, this is not Faith but 


Preſumption. The Author of the Reaſons had 
ſaid, of ſome Cuſtoms urged by the Anſwerer as 


mention'd in Scripture, that Theſe Cuſtoms, tho” 


mention'd in Scripture, ar? not mentioned as Com- 
mands, or binding Rules for PraSice. "Thereby 


acknowledging (as the learned Anſwerer ſuppoſes) 
that nothing leſs than a Scripture Command and. 


binding Rule for Practice, can make any thing a 
neceſſary Chriſtian Duty. To which my Anſwer 
was, May not a thing have a Foundation in the 
Word of God, and be a Scripture Command and 


binding Rule for Practice, though neither I, nor 


any Perſon living at the diſtance we do from the 


Age when the Scriptures were written, could have 


diſcovered it to be ſo, if we had not been led to it 
by Tradition? Here he refers me to my own 


_ Conſcience, Whether I had any ſuch Thought in 


my Mind when 1 firſt wrote theſe Fords? To 


which I anſwer poſitively that I had. I did then 


believe, as I do {till, that there are ſome things 
in Scripture which I ſhould not have diſcovered 


| to be there, if I had not been led to it by Tra- 
dition. As for Inſtance, I ſhould never have diſ- 
covered that Epiſcopacy was to be learned from 


the New Teſtament ; that is, that Biſhops, — | 


perior to Preſbyters, are the only proper Succeſſors 
to the Apoſtles in the whole of their Office, if I had 
not been led by Tradition to find it there: And 


if the Church had been govern'd by Preſbyrers 


without Biſhops, during the ſecond, third and 
fourth Centuries, I ſhould not have found it 
G 4. there 
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(72 ) — 
there yet. But being led by Tradition, I truſt 
I have been able to find it in the Scriptures: And 

. I ſuppoſe ſo has our learned Opponent alſo. For 
he pretends to be a Member of the Church of 
England, and that Church teaches, * That 77 is 
evident unto all Men diligently reading holy Scrip- 
zures and ancient Authors, not evident from the 
holy Scriptures alone, but the holy Scriptures 
joined with ancient Authors; that from the A.- 
poſtles Time, there have been theſe Orders of Mi- 
niſters in Chriſt's Church, Biſhops, Prieſts and 
Deacons. So again as to a thing's being mention- 
ed in Scripture as a Command and binding Kule 
for Practice, 1 ſhould not have known that the 
_ firſt Day of the Week, or the Lord's Day, had 
been mentioned there for that purpoſe, that is, 
as a Command and binding Rule for Practice, it 
I had not been led by Tradition to underſtand it 
ſo, there being not a Word in Scripture intimating 
that it is mention'd there with any ſuch Deſign. 
So that I ſee no occaſion for our learned Oppo- 
nent's ſaying, that he does not underſtand my mean- 
ing. Or how he can here apply his Maxim, 
that what is not and what does not appear to be, 
are to be put in the ſame Claſs. As if J had ſpoke 
of things that did not appear to be at all. W here- 
as I ſpoke of ſuch things, which, tho' they did 
not appear to be by Scripture alone, yet by the 
Aſſiſtance of Tradition did appear to be. And I 
deſire him to ſhew me which ofthe Texts he 


FC 

— ©. 
— © 7 - 
ret on 


has produced for the Obſervation of the Firſt 
Day of the Week, teaches it to be a Command and | NI 
binding Rule for Practice without the Help of th 
Tradition? Or how all of them together can fa- | 1 
„ fe 
 * Preface to the Form and Manner of making, ordain- | aa 
ing ard conſccrating Biſhops, ec. th 
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tisfy us that they do ſo, if Tradition did not dif- 


cover it to us? So that he might very well have 
ſpared the cauleleſs Reflection he makes, as if I 
deſired him to ſuppoſe ſome unknown remote 
poſſibility : whereas I deſire nothing to be ſup- 
poſed, but appeal to plain Fact, as I think I have 
ſhewed it to be in theſe two Inſtances. But be- 


ſide this which I have here ſaid in Vindication 


of my former Anſwer, I will now give him ano- 
ther to ſatisfy him, or ar leaft the impartial Rea- 
der, that what I then ſaid is reconcileable to my 
preſent Doctrine and Practice. I faid, that To 
build our Hopes upon what has no Foundation in 
the Word of God, is not Faith but Preſumption. 


Have I taught that we may build our Hopes up- 


on any thing that wants a Foundation there? I 
am pretty certain I have not. How then have I 
taught any thing contrary to my former Aſſerti- 
on? But it does not follow, that becauſe I am 
not to build my Hopes upon what has no Foun- 
dation in the Word of God, that therefore I am 
bound to no Duty not expreſly required in Scrip- 
ture. Our Opponent bimſelt 

Obſervation of the Lord's Day has a Foundation 
in Scripture, though I am ſure he can produce 


no Command for it. Beſides, I have ſhewed 


that the Ancients, as well as I and Mr. Thorn- 


dike, plainly diſtinguiſhed betwixt Matters of 


Faith, and Matters of Practice or Religious Wor- 
ſhip. And though they would not admit Tra- 
dition to preſcribe any thing as neceſſary in a 
Matter of Faith, they nevertheleſs maintained 
that Tradition might teach ſome things which 
the Scripture had not taught in Matters of Prac- 
tice: Which notwithſtanding have their Foun- 
dation alſo in Scripture from the general Rules 
there given concerning them, tho — particu- 


lars 


f allows that the 
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(74) 
lars are left to be handed by Tradition. Again, 
the Author of the Reaſons ſays, Theſe Cuſtoms, 
though mentioned in Scripture, are not mentionell 
as Commands and binding Rules for Practice. Theſe 
Words the Anſwerer ſays, neceſſarily imply that 


nothing leſs than a Scripture Command and bind- 


ing Rule for Practice, can make any thing a ne- 
cefſary Chriſtian Duty. But I cannot ſec that 
they neceſſarily imply any ſuch thing. All that 
they do neceſſarily imply is, that the bare menti- 
on of any thing in Scripture 1s not ſufficient to 
make it a neceſſary Duty; but if it had been 
mention'd as a ee it would be ſo, but 
does by no means neceſſarily, or indeed at all, 
— that it might not be made a neceſſary Du- 
ty by Tradition, which did not here come into 
the Queſtion. 

After this * my learned Opponent ſays, that 
Though the ſufficiency of Scripture, and its being 
he Rule of Faith has been freely acknowledged, 
the Doctor intimates it to be his Opinion, that we 
live at too great a diſtance from the Age wherein 
the Scriptures were written, to know what Duties 
are taught by them, and muſt have recourſe there- 
fore to Tradition, to learn what they were deſigned 
to teach us, and to pick up a good part of our Du- 
ty only from thence. As if Chriſtianity were a 
Religion intended only for the learned Part of the 
World, and none may hope to know even ſo much 
as what is of neceſſity to Salvation, unleſs ſuch as 
have time enough to ſpare, and are willing to ſpend 
the chief part of their Days, or perhaps the whole 
F them, in finding out what they ought to have 
made the great Buſineſs of their Lives to pratiiſe. 


This is pretty good Declamation, but very poor 


* No juſt Grounds, . 34. 
Arguing, 
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Arguing. It is matter of Fact that the Scriptures 
© themſelves, as written by the divine Pen- men, are 
to be had in dead Languages only, which are un- 
derſtood by none but the learned Part of the World. 
But does God's ordering this by his Providence 
look as if he intended Chriſtianity in theſe latter 
Ages ſhould be a Religion only for the learned part 
of the World, ſince by his Providence he has fo 
order'd it, that only they can read the Scriptures 
as they were deliver'd by the divine Pen- men? 
The only Anſwer that can be made to this, is, 
that God intended, when the Languages where- 
in the Scriptures were originally written ſhould 
be no longer vulgar, they ſhould be tranſlated by 
learned Men into the vulgar Languages: But 
then in this Caſe the Unlearned muſt depend u 
on the Skill and Integrity of the Learned * 
the Scriptures themſelves; that is, for a faithful 
Tranſlation of them, ſince without a Tranſla- 
tion they cannot conſult them, or learn 
thing from them. And ſince theſe learned Men 
want Infallibility, which the holy Pen- men had; 
how ſhall the Unlearned know whether the 
Tranſlators have not either ignorantly or inad- 
vertently, or even deſignedly given them a wrong 
Senle of the Scriptures? How ſhall they know 
where they may depend on their Tranſlation, and 
where they may not, even in material Points, 
and in Matters neceſſary to Salvation? 'Thus to 
give an Inſtance of an inadvertent Paſſage in our 
own Enzlifþ Bible, that very Paſſage which our 
Opponent * produces to prove the Neceſſity of 
Infant Baptiſm. Our Tranſlation ſays, T Go ye 
therefore and TEACH all Nations, baptizing them 


No Neceſlity, exc. p. 26, 27. 
Matth. xxviii. 19, 20. 
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in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, ani 
of the Holy Ghoſt : TEAChiNG them to obſerry 
ALL things whatſoever I have commanded you, 
From this Paſſage, as it thus ſtands in our Ep. 
liſh Bible, there is a numerous Se& amongſt us 
that argue Infants to be plainly excluded from 


Baptiſm, becauſe they are „ of being 


taught or inſtructed beforehand. They plead the 
Text is poſitive, that all who are to be baptiz d, 


muſt be taught or inſtructed before they receive 
that Sacrament as well as afterwards. That the 


ſame Word Teach is twice ſet down, once before 
the Command to baptize, and once after it, to 


ſhew that it is as neceſſary before as after; and 
therefore thoſe that are uncapable of being taught, 
are thereby made uncapable of being þ 

And certainly the Argument had been good, if 
our Saviour had really uſed the Word Teach be- 
fore baptizing as well as afterwards, as our Tran. 
lation intimates that he did. That very Word 
muſt have excluded thoſe from Baptiſm, who 
were uncapable of being taught; conſequently 


aptized 


Infants could not be admitted to it by virtue of 
this Command. 'The Words all Nations would 
have been limited by the Word Teach, to thoſe 


only who did actually receive Inſtruction, and f 


muſt have excluded not only thoſe who had re- 
fuſed Inſtruction, but thoſe alſo who were unca- 
pable of receiving it. But if we go to the Ori- 


gina, we ſhall find that our Saviour uſed not the 
Nord Teach before Baptizing, but only after- 


wards. That his Command is, Diſciple all Na- 
Lions, baptizing them: And then comes Teaching 
them, &c. Now to diſciple, or to make any ou 


a Diſciple, is not to teach him, but to receive 
him into your School or Family, in order to his 
being taught there; conſequently our Saviour has 
: | noc 
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! not here commanded us to teach all before we 


baptize them, but to diſciple or take them into 
his School or Family by baptizing them, that 
there they may be zaught to obſerve all things 
whatſoever he had commanded, as they become 
capable of obſerving them, which makes a wide 
difference in this Caſe. For though Infants can- 
not be actually taught or inſtructed in their In- 
fancy, being not capable to receive Inſtruction, 
et they are capable of being made Diſciples, of 
1 admitted into the School or Family, in or- 
der to their being taught; but how ſhall the un- 


learned Part of this Nation fee this? What muſt 


an unlearned Man do in this Caſe? If there be 
an Error in the "Tranſlation he can't diſcover it 
and if the Original only is to be depended on, 
and not the Tranſlation, and that Original is to 


be underſtood only by the learned Part of the 


World, it looks as if Chriſtianity was a Religion 
only intended for the Learned * And ſuch Re- 
fleftions upon our Tranſlation of the Scripture, as 
not giving the true Senſe of the Original, cannot 
ſerve to any other purpoſe than to unſettle Peoples 
Minds, and fill their Heads with Doubts and 
Perplexities, leſs they ſhould never be able to un- 
derſtand what the plain Words of Scripture mean. 


This is our learned Opponent's Argument againſt 


Tradition's teaching any thing as neceſſary to 
Salvation, which 1s not ems, 

And we ſce it is full againſt the Scriptures them- 
ſelves, and therefore cannot be admitted as an Ar- 
gument of weight by any good Chriſtian. It 
may amuſe a little at firſt hearing, but when con- 
ſider'd is evidently of no force. 


* No juſt Grounds, exc. p. 32. 
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God, who certainly foreſaw that all this would 


| happen, that the Languages wherein the Scrip. 


tures were . N written would become un. 
intelligible to the Vulgar, and that there would 
be a Neceſſity to have them tranſlated into 


known bevy go as there ſhould be occaſion, 


and that theſe Tranſlations. would not always be 
exact and free from Miſtakes, did therefore ap- 
point an Order of Men, one part of whoſe Bu- 
ſineſs it ſhould. be to teach and inſtruct the Peo- 
le in the Duties which were required of them. 
for he ordain'd, * that the Prieſts Lips ſhould 
keep Knowledge, and that they ſhould ſeek the 
Law at his Mouth: For he is the Meſſenger of 


_ the Lord of Hoſts. So that though Chriſtianity 


be a Religion intended for the Unlearned no lek 
than the Learned, yet God has fo order'd it, 


that it is, even in things neceffary to Salvation, 


to be taught by the Learned; and without ſuch 
Teaching, I ſee not how the Unlearned ſhould 


Underſtand it. | The Eunuch read the Scrip- 


tures, but could not underſtand them without a 
Guide: God has therefore appointed Guides to 
inſtruct the Ignorant, and to teach thoſe that 


are Unlearned, which it had becn needleſs to have 


done, if Chriftianity had been a Religion inten- 
ded to have been fully underftood, even in things 
neceſſary to Salvation, by all that could read or 
hear the Scriptures in their own Language. 
Therefore it is no Objection againſt Tradition to 


Hy, that if we make that neceſſary, we make 


Chriſtianity a Religion only for the Learned, 


for the ſame Objection lies againſt the Scrip- 


tures themſelves: The fame Proviſion God has 
made for the Unlearned in one Caſe, is ſufficient 


* Mal. il. ). Acts viii. 31. 
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(79). 
in the other alſo. They muſt receive Inſtruction 
from God's Prieſts, and ſeek the Law at -their 
Mouths. And if we that are Prieſts did but 
faithfully diſcharge our Duty in this Point, there 
would be no occafion for any * 0 ſpend the chief 
part of their Days, or it may be the whole of them 
in finding out, what they ought to have made the 
great Buſineſs of their Lives to prattiſe ; as our 
learned Opponent objects, that the making Tra- 


dition neceſſary muſt bring to us. None but the 


Prieſts or Guides would be obliged to ſpend their 
time in ſearching and examining what are Apo- 
ſtolical Traditions, and what are not fo. Neither 
need they to ſpend the chief 3 leſs the 
whole of their Days, in this 

but ſpend as much time to qualify themſelves for 
the Prieſthood, as is commonly employed in qua- 
lifying a Man for any other Profeſſion, or even a 
common Trade; they would eaſily judge what 
Traditions have Antiquity, Univerſality and Con- 
fent to ſupport them, and what have them not. 
For all ſuch Traditions will certainly be found 
older than the Council of Nice; and all that the 
Chriſtian Writers have left us, which preceded 
that time, may be diligently and carefully exa- 
mined in leſs than ſeven Years: And for the Un- 
learned, they muft receive the Traditions of the 
Church, as they do the Tranſlations of the Scrip- 
ture, from the Learned. FE, 


But is not this like the Church of Rome, to 


lead the People blindfold, and not give them 
leave to judge for themſelves, but they muſt de- 
* intirely in their Religious Concerns upon the 

ord of a Prieſt? I anſwer, that the People have 


no more dependance upon their Prieſts, in the 


No juſt Grounds, Oc. p. 34. 
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matter of Tradition, than the nature of the thing 


it ſelf obliges them to, with regard to the Scrip- 


tures. It is certain they muſt depend upon the 
Fidelity of the Prieſts, or at leaſt upon them and 


ſuch of the Laity as are learned in the Original 
Languages of the Scriptures, to know whether 


the Scriptures are rightly and faithfully tranſlated 


or not: And they need no other dependance up- 
on PEP be taught the Traditions of the Church. 
God himſelf has appointed his Prieſts to be the 


Guides of his People, and has threatned them ſe- 


verely if they lead them amiſs; and therefore it 


is the Duty of the Prieſts, and ought to be their 


great Care and Concern to diſcharge this Duty 
faithfully; and if they do it not, they make them- 
{elves partakers of other Men's Sins, and mult ex- 


pect to be ſeverely puniſh'd for it. Tis true, 


this has not prevented Prieſts from miſguiding 
People committed to their Charge. And God 


himſelf complains of it, ſaying, * Je are departed 


out of the Way, ye have cauſed many to ſtumble 


at the Law, ye have corrupted the Covenant of 


Levi, /aith the God of Hoſts. Therefore have J 
alſo made you contemptible and baſe before all the 
People, according as ye have not kept my Ways, 
but have been partial in the Law. Therefore 
when we find that we Prieſts, and even our 


Prieſthood it ſelf, is grown contemptible, we 


have ſome Reaſon to enquire if we have not ot- 


fended God in this manner: Whether we have 


guided the People in thoſe Ways of Salvation 
which the Apoſtles and primitive Fathers did, 


who were therefore honourable among the Peo- 


ple, and will be ſo to all Generations. But ſtill 


the Queſtion recurs, what muſt the People do if 3 


* Mal, ii. 8, 9. 


n | their 


eir 
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their Guides miſlead them? Or how ſhall they 


know whether they are miſled or not? I anſwer, 


This Queſtion affects” the Scriptures as much as 
it does Tradition. They may know whether a 
Tradition have Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent, _ 
by the ſame Means that they may learn whether 
the Scriptures are rightly tranſlated into their 

vulgar Tongue; that is, by enquiring of thoſe | 


who are capable of giving them Information in 


that Matter: But what if their Guides miſagree? 


anſwer again, this affects the Scripture as well as 


Tradition. The Learned have miſagreed both 


in their Tranſlations and Interpretations of Scrip- 


o 


ture, as much as they have done in the Matter 
of Traditions, which are Apoſtolical and which 
are not ſo. And to confine the Knowledge of 
our Duty 


— 


to Scripture only, makes not the Chri- 


ſtian Religion more eaſy to the Unlcarned, than 


it may be though we join Tradition with it. 


The ſhort of the Matter is this, the Unlearn- 
ed muſt be taught their Religion by the Learn-. ; 
ed; the Nature of things has made this neceſſa- 
ry, whether Scripture alone contain all things 
neceſſary to Salvation, as well in Matters of re- 

s Worſhip as in Matters of Faith, or whe- , 


ligious W. | 
ther Tradition is to be joined with it. They 


muſt learn from their Guides what is the right 
Tranflation of the Scripture ; they muſt learn 


from them what are Apoſtolical Traditions, 
which have the Conſent of all Times and Pla- 


4 4 


a4 - 


ces; that is, what the whole Catholick Church, 


for many hundred Years after the Apoſtles, has 
taught us to be neceſſary : And they need not 


blindly follow their Guides any more in one 


Caſe than in the other. It is indeed the Dut 

of the Prieſts to be their Guides, and to dire 

them in the Way of Salvation: And when a 
To H Queſtion 
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ueſtian ariſes, as. in the preſent Controverſy, or. 
ary other, it is proper for the Priclts to, güte the 
Peo le their Reaſons why they would gl them 
in this or that manner, and each Man aN judge 
for himſelf which it is proper for blu to follow, 


according to the beſt of his Underſtanding. If 
hg finds the Arguments on both. ſides, are above 
his, reach, ſo that he cannot form a Judgment for 
himſelf, or at leaſt dares not depend on his own, 
Tydemeat 3 in the Matter, let him apply to ſome 


other Prieſt, whom, he has reaſon to believe is 
impartial, 


Controverſy? whether he knows what each ſide 
has to ſay ? whether. it be not a Matter he has 


never thought of or Spun 85 ? M5 if he be a 
dgment is of no 
= the Blind, 
f he ſays that 
he has examin d the Matter, and has formed his 
Jud N00 ment accordingly, let him then, Ai his 

nquirer 


ſtran er to the Controverſ Ny, hi 
E The Blind. \ hen 
and we know the, Conſequence. 


ns for that. Judgment ; 3 and if. the 

11 them fatiSaftory, 

Ll he ſees better 

B55 let both the Guide an 8 

ſatis that the c. hiaſſe y 
wha e in the. Th 


he muſt act agcording- 


quirer to 


cu 5 yo a Contr averſy | is ſtarte 
ſofi that is perfect! .lmppartial i int ay 
therefore, the {afei "Direction far. t 
arg thole' that, dare. not depend 
Jui ren in ſueh a Caſe, is tg take, the Judg- 
m thoſe lear ned en who, haye written be- 
fo e Maire Was, lo 
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that will fairly anſwer: his Doubts ; 
but let him firſt ask, whether he bas ſtudied the 


3 for che 'commary: ; 


Views 

th Wahn that 
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| with it; the Conſequence of which 3 is, that the 
: Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive Catholick 
Church lays no Obligation of Obedienee upon 
us, and that without ſome Scripture Rule we 


r tw T2349 HTN 


| "till he publiſhed a ſecond or third Edition of his 
Book) aflerts, * That if the particular Church 
wherein I was Baptized, fhall by Authority or 


; plain words of Scripture, is yet contrary to the 
5 Doctrine or Practice of the univerſal Church of the 
Firſt and pureſt Times, Meekneſs requires my Obes 
; dience and Submiſſion to the Catholick Apoſtolick 


. Aud if for my doing ſo I ſhall undergo Perſecution 


W 
ſy, if any ſuch are to be found. Or if they have 
written ſince the Controverſy, have yet plainly 


written without any View on Regard to it, and 
ſeem ro have had no Concern about it. And 
ſome ſuch 1 have ſhewed we have in the preſent 
Caſee. 

Thus as to our learned og s firſt Prop . 
tion, That Scripture and not Tradition, is pre 2 
ed by bur Lord to his Diſcipies as the Wie *. 
are to wall by. And that it is ſo preſcribed, as 
that if any thing be taught as of neceſſi ity to Salva- 
tion, which that has not taught at all, it interferes 


are not bound by any Authority of the earlieff 
Ages of the: Church, which are contrary to the 
Directions or Orders of the particular 'Chureh 
wherein we live : The learned Dr. Hammond, 
(a Perſon We have Reaſon to believe well quali- 
fyd to give his Opinion in this Matter, and who 
did not give it before he had thoroughly conſi- 
dered and ſtudied the Point, ſince he gave it not 


w ſet up that, which if it be not contrary 10 


Church, and not to the Particular wherein I live. 


. . Practical Cat. Lib. 2. Sect. 1. firſt Vol. of Works, 
15 * 31. 
0 H 2 of 


DD DEAT EF orour raft 206A; , 


—— RED 


- — PPTP Foe GAA EEE = — 
. — ³wñ :.. . 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


as we do. But I anſwer, that it does not appear 


land, and the Catholick Primitive Church, were 


ment, to ſeek out for one whom he may depend 


—— ̃ ũ0...̃7—ðk . 7 —— ——— — 


—— 


1 
of the Rulers of that particular Church, Meeknoſi 
then requires me ' patiently to endure it, but in no 
Caſe to ſubſcribe to,; or aft, any thing contrary to 
this Catholick Doctrine. Here then is one whom 
I think our learned r himſelf muſt own 
to be an impartial Judge as to this Propoſition, 
and one that had duly confider'd, and was well 
qualify d to determine it. And therefore an un- 
learned Perſon, who cannot examine the Matter 
himſelf, may ſafely rely upon his Judgment in 
this Point. He will ſay perhaps that his learn- 
ed Perſon nevertheleſs lived and died in the full 
Communion of the Church of England, and 
pleaded for none of the now controverted Points 


that he ever examined them, and made it a Mat- 
ter of Enquiry, Whether the Church of Exg- 


agreeable to each other in theſe Matters or not. 

e was engaged in Controverſies of another 
kind, and excellently defended the Church of 
England againſt Papiſts and Puritans; and tho 
in his great Reading it cannot be doubted but 
that he met with ſomething relating to all theſe 
Points, yet it does not appear that he ever exa- 
mined their Antiquity and Univerſality. Therefore 
ypon this occaſion it is proper for an unlearn- 
ed Perſon, who dares not depend on his own Judg- 


upon as an impartial Judge, to ſatisfy him whe- 
ther the Points now controverted have that An- 
. Univerſality, and Conſent which we {ay 
they have, and which our learned Opponent de- 
mes... Which brnngs me to 
His ſecond Propoſition, where he maintains, 
that The Tradition pleaded for the four contri- 
verted Points, is not ſo full and unqueſtionable as 
5 | | i 
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it is repreſented to be. That is, that they do not 
appear to have been the Doctrine or Practice of 
the univerſal Church in the beſt and pureſt times. 
Here the Unlearned have alſo another (whom I 
ſuppoſe our learned Opponent being a Non-juror, 
will alſo own to be an) impartial Judge, on 


| whoſe Opinion he may depend, and that is Bi- 


ſhop. Hckes: © For he ſays expreſſy, In what- 
ſoever all the ancient Liturgies agree among them- 
ſelves, and every one of them with the Account we 


have in Juſtin Martyr's, aud in the xii, xiit, and 


xiv. Chapters of the Apoſtolick Conſtitutions (which 
anſwer ſo exactly to the Celebration of it, as de- 
ſcrib'd by Juſtin) that muſt needs be Primitive and 
Apoſtolical, and the conſenting Suffrage, 2. e. 
the conſentient Doctrine and Practice of the ancient 
Catholick Church. Of this ſort, amongſt other 


things not controverted, he particularly menti- 


ons the ena, or Mixture of Water with the Sa- 
cramental Wine, which with the Bread they of- 
fered up, to God the Father. The Expreſſions of 


theſe Gifts here ſet before thee, theſe Gifts of which 
thou ſtandeſt not in need in the Prayer of Obla- 


tion, and the Prayer in the Conſecration unto God 
the Father to ſend down his holy Spirit upon the 
Sacrifice to make the Bread the (myſtical) Body, 


and the Cup the (myſtical) Blood of Chrift. This 


Prayer is expreſly in all the Greek Liturgies, and 


virtually in the Latin, where they pray to God to 
ſanfify the Gifts. Here are three of the Points 


contended for plainly declared by this learned Bi- 
ſhop to have had the conſenticnt Teſtimony of 


the univerſal Church in the beſt and pureſt times. 


And he might have faid the ſame as to Prayers 
for the Dead, which is the fourth, upon the ve- 


* Chriſtian Prieſthood, p. 140, 141, 34 Edit. my 
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ry fame Gronnds, as even the Unlearned may be 
convinced of by reading the ancient Liturgies 
lately publiſh'd in our own Language, with my 
Diſcourſe upon them. However, though he has 
ſaid nothing on that Head here, he has done it 
in his Controverſial Letters with a Poꝑiſh Prieſt, 
where it might have ſeemed proper to have de- 
nied the Antiquity and Univerſality of the Prac- 
tice, if he could have done it fairly; but as he 
could not, he frankly owns it. The Popiſh 
Prieſt * had objected to him, that in the ancient 


Catholick Church, People in all. Nations, not in 


Africa alone, as is now pretended, pray for the 
Dead. To which he directly anſwers, Yes, 
Sir, they prayed for the Dead. And then ex- 


lains the manner of their praying for the Dead 


juſt as we have done, and ſhews it to be very 
different from thoſe Prayers which the Church 
in Purgatory. e perhaps our learned Oppo- 
nent may alſo ſay, that notwithſtanding Biſhop 
Hickes was of this Opinion, he ſtill lived and 
died in the Communion of the Chureh of Eng- 


of Rome has a 8 or Souls ſuppoſed to be 


land. Very true, and for that very Reaſon 1 
quote him as one whoſe Judgment muſt be al- 


low'd to be impartial; and for his Learning, 


Skill, and Knowledge in theſe Matters, that is 
alſo beyond diſpute, no Man had ſtudied them 


better. Whatever his Practice was, this is cer- 
tain, he has determined very fully againſt our 
learned Opponent's ſecond Propoſition, That the 
Tradition pleaded for the four controverted Points, 
#5 not fo full and unqueſlionable as it is repreſent- 
ed to be. And his living and dying in the Com- 


Second Collect. of Controverſ. Letters, 2. 22. 
1 4614. p. 86. 
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N Church of Engl, nd, ſhews th; r 
his Judgment was impartially given. Had, he 
acted ober wiſe, the Unlearned might have had 
ſome Grounds to fear or queſtion his Impar- 


* A 1 . F 
Thus have I ſhewed the Unlearned, who: may 


be unable or fearful to depend on his own Judg- 


ment, where he may find Men of excellent Learn- 
ing, whoſe Underſtanding in the Matters they 


determin d is not to be queſtion d, and whoſe 
Impartiality is indiſputable; and for the Learned 


they muſt be capable of judging for themſelves. 


I can therefore only intreat them to ſtudy the 


Point, impartially to examine the Arguments on 


both Sides, ſearch the Scriptures and the Fathers, 


and from thence form a right Judgment. And if 
all Prieſts would faithfully diſcharge their Duty, 


and acquaint themſelves with the truly Catholick 
and Apoſtolick Traditions, by diligently reading 


the ancient Fathers together with the holy Scrip- 


tures, and accordingly inſtruct the People com- 


mitted to their Charge in the Knowledge of all 
that was believed a, ractiſed by the univerſal 
Church of the beſt and pureſt Ages, * as I have 
ſhewed the Church of England requires her Prieſts 
to do, the Unlearned will find no more difficul- 


'ty to underſtand the Chriſtian REO ſo taught, 


than if no recourſe was to be had to Tradition, 


and they were to be taught from the Scriptare 


only. 
I thought it expedient to be thus particular in 
anſwering what he ſays concerning Chriſtianity, 


as if it muſt be a Religion intended only. for the 


Learned part of the World, if recourſe is to be had 
70 Tradition to underſtand it; becauſe though it 

* Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, ec. p. 2. 
H 4 be 
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be really as weak as any of his other Arguments 
brought againſt us, yet nevertheleſs if not fully 
confuted and ſhewed to be falſe, it wy. {way 
more than any thing he has ſaid beſides. For il 
the World is ſenſible that Chriſtianity was de- 
fign'd to be the Religion of all Mankind, of the 
Cleared no leſs than the Learned: And there- 
fore if a Neceſſity of having recourſe to Tradition 
| would make it more difficult to be learned by 
the Vulgar, it would be an inſupportable Ob- 
jection. Whereas indeed there is no more diffi- 

_ culty in one caſe than in the other, if the Church 
had been always careful, as it ought to have been, 
to have preſerv'd the Apoſtolical Traditions, and 
the Prieſts had been diligent in learning thoſe 
- Traditions, and inſtructing the People according 
to them. So that if through the Negligence 

- of the Church and of the Prieſts, it has been 
difficult to diſcover the true Apoſtolical Traditi- 
ons; this has happen'd only through the Fault 
of Men, and not thro' the Nature of the thing. 
The Vulgar lay under the fame difficulty as to 
the Scriptures, when they were for ſeveral Ages 


* 


lock'd up in a ſtrange Language: And if the 
' Prieſts had been, or yet 58 as diligent to 
inform themſelves and their People, in the true 
Catholick Traditions of the primitive Church, 
as they have been to render the Scriptures into 
| (ors Engliſh, they would, both Learned and 
Vulgar, better underſtand both the Scriptures 
and the Chriſtian Religion than, I fear, we now 
1 & es NATTY 

Next, ſays our learned Opponent, * the Doctor 
proceeds to the Teſtimony of the Talmud, for which 
he argues in this manner ; If the Scriptures were 


2 No juſt Grounds, p. 35. 
_ ane: ritten 
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written in a Language that is now ſpoken in no part 


of the World, and we muſt learn that Language 
from the Traditions of thoſe that have lived . ſince, 


and even from the Jewiſh Talmud, as contempti- 


bly as he is pleaſed to ſpeak of it, then I do not ſee 


how we can know the moſt natural genuine. Senſe 


of our Saviour's Words, without the Help of thofe 


Traditions, or even the Jewiſh Talmud. This 


he turns off, as if it was proving idem per idem; 


as much as to ſay, adds he, If we muſs learn the 


Senſe of the Scripture from Tradition and the 
Jewiſh Talmud, then we muſt learn it from thoſe 
Traditions, and even from the Jewiſh Talmud. I 


will therefore put what I faid into a categorical 


Syllogiſm, and then let the Reader judge if the 

Terms are the ſame. Oe | 
That Book which is written in a . a * 
orld 


that is now ſpoken in no part of the \ 


and which Language can now be learned only 
from Tradition, and the Fewiſh Talmud; that 
Book cannot be underſtood without the Help of 
Tradition, or even of the Jewiſh Talmud. —_ 
The Scriptures are a Book written in a Lan- 


Page, that is now ſpoken in no part of the 


orld, and the Language of the Scriptures is 
to be learned only from Tradition and the Jewiſh 
Talmud. | 

'Therefore the Scriptures are not to be under- 


ſtood without the Help of Tradition, or even 


of the Jewiſh Talmud. 


* 


Now I conceive that a Book, and the Lan- 
guage wherein a Book is written, arc diſtinct and 
fferent Terms; otherwiſe all Books, that are 
written in the ſame Language, would be the 
ſame Book. My Argument plainly runs thus : 
No Book is to be underſtood without under- 
ſtanding the Language wherein it is written, 
Fr therefore 


therefore whatever Helps are neceſſary to under. 
ſtand that Language, are neceſſary Helps to under- 
ſtand that Book. Tradition and the Jewiſh Talmud 
are neceſſary Helps to underſtand the Language 
of the Scriptures 3 therefore Tradition and the 
Fewiſh Talmud are neceſſary Helps to underſtand 
the Scriptures. And now I leave it to the Rea- 
der to judge if this be proving idem per idem, as 
„ „ 1... 

Then * he endeayours to vindicate himſelf 
from miſrepreſenting a Quotation from Biſhop 
Walton, concerning the Talmud. I charge him 
as inſinuating, that the Biſhop repreſented the 
Talmud as deſerving no Regard. at all. He does 
not deny the Charge, but only ſays, He can't 
imagine how what Biſhop Walton ſays, even as I 
Have cited him, is to my Purpoſe : That he only 
Jays, it is not altogether to be rejected, which may 
very well be, if but the Ioweſs Degree of Regard 
may be had to it. But I conceive the loweſt De- 
 pree. of ons of is ſomething more than 20 Regard. 
And the loweſt Degree of Regard is ſufficient 
for our Purpoſe. We deſire to make no other 
Uſe of it, than to learn from thence the mean- 
ing of a Scripture Word or Phraſe, F as we 
would learn it from a Lexicon; and can a lower 
Regard be paid to a Book of that ſort? So that 
it is as much to my Purpoſe as I deſire, if but 
the loweſt Degree of Regard may be paid to it. 
A little after he endeavours to vindicate him- 
ſelf from miſtaking, in a Citation he had made 
from Dr. Prideaux, and ſays, Pray, good Sir, 
wherein lies this dreadful Miſtake ? You tell us 
Dr. Prideaux, ſpeaking of the Jeruſalem Talmud, 
Jays, This and the Miina being the ancienteſt Books 


No juſt Grounds, p. 38. 1 Poſtſcript, p. 168. 
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the Jews have, and both written in the Language 
and Stile of the Jews of Judea, our Countryman, 


Dr. Lightfoot, hath made very good uſe of them, 
in explaining ſeveral Places of the New Teftament. 


Aud has the Anſwerer ſaid any thing againſt this? 
If not, as moſt certainly he has not, what is he 
70 be blamed for? And pray, good Sir, where 


do I fay the Miſtake lies in your Ein any thing 
againſt this Paſſage of Dr. Prideaux? I 3 
you with one thing, and you amuſe the Reader 
with putting a Queſtion to me concerning ano- 
ther. There is a Paſſage in Dr. Prideaux con- 


demning the Babyloniſh Talmud, and comparing 
it to the Alcoran, as written almoſt with the 


ſame Impoſture : This Paſſage you cite as if it 
was f. — of the Jeruſalem Talmud, whereof 
the Doctor ſpeaks very differently, and thereb 

give the Reader occaſion to think that Dr. Pri- 
deaux meant that of one Book which he really 
{aid of another. | | + 
However, having paſs'd over the Miſtake he 


was accuſed of, by ſceming to wonder where it 
lies, and why I ſhould lay ſuch a thing 


to his 
Charge: He can gueſs at no othet Reaſon wh 
charge him with miſtaking Dr. Prideaux, bi 
that, I ſuppoſe, my beloved Diſtinction betwwixt 
the Vine and the Tree to be taken either from the 
Miſna or the Jeruſalem Talmud, and therefore 


tax the Anſwerer with not paying a due Regard 


to theſe, fince he takes upon him to queſtion this 
Diſtinction. But this is running upon a Point I 


have not meddled with; and he calls that 2 
beloved Diſtinction, which though it may be ſut- 
ficiently made good, I have ſaid nothing at all 


of; neither have I charged his Miſtake upon his 
not paying a due Regard to the Talmud, but up- 
on his citing a Paſſage of Dr. Prideaux, as ſpo- 

ken 


(9>} , 


ken of the Jeruſalem Talmud, which was ſpoken 
of the Babyloman. What I cite, as taken from 
the Miſna, is only this, that it teaches us f that 
the Paſchal Cup was a mixed Cup. And ſo much 
it certainly does teach, according to his own - 
Account, which Dr. Wotton has given him; 
* Men, ſays he, do not bleſs the Wine till Water 
#s poured into it, ſays R. Eliezer; but the wiſe 
Men ſay, they do bleſs the Wine before it is mix- 
ed with Water. So that both R. Eliezer and the 
g viſe Men are agreed that the Paſchal Cup was 
wy mixed. And the ſame learned Doctor, as our 
g Opponent farther tells us, obſerves, that Maimo- 
nides ſays R. Eliezer would not have the Wine 
bleſſed till it was mixed, becauſe it was not fit to 
be drunk before; which, adds he, ſhews that that 
Mixture was only for prudential Reaſons. Hows 
ever, this ſhews that it was neceſſary the Paſchal 
Cup ſhould be mix'd before it was drank, whe- 
ther upon a prudential Account, or a religious 
Account, it matters not. I have not appealed 
to the Talmud to prove any thing more, than that 
the Paſchal Cup was certainly mix'd at the time 
our Saviour call d it the Fruit of the Vine, be- 
cauſe he call'd it by that Name when he de- 
liver'd it to his Diſciples. And if it was not fit 
to be drank till it was mix'd, it was certainly 
mix'd when our Saviour uſed that Expreſſion, 
becauſe then he gave it to be drank. It is cer- 
tain therefore from the Talmud, compar'd with 
the New Teſtament, that the Cup our Saviour 
call'd the Fruit of the Vine was mix'd. We none 
of us pretend to ſay, that the Talmud alone will 


F Poſtſcript, p. 167. . 
No juſt Grounds, between p. 39 and 40. 
J Luke xxii. 18. ” 
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+ the Neceſſity of the Mixture, we deſire no 


uch Regard to be paid to it. All I have attempt- 


ed to prove from thence is, that the Cup was 


mix d which our Lord call'd the Fruit of the 
Vine: The Neceſſity of ſuch a Mixture is prov'd 


from our Lord's Command, deliver'd down to 


us in the Scriptures, and interpreted by the 'Tra- 
dition of the Church. MR OTC PIO 
- But then, ſays our learned Opponent, what if 


neither Miſna nor Gemara, neither Jeruſalem nor 


Babyloniſh Talmud, be concern'd in this Contro- 
verſy* What then becomes of all the Noiſe we 
have had about the Jewiſh Idiom and Phraſeology ? 


Let ſo it is. The Goſpels, from which alone with 


St. Paul, we receive our Account of the Inſtitution 


of the Eucharift, are all tranſmitted to us in 


Greek: But I obſery'd, + and if IJ had not done 
ſo, this learned Gentleman knows it well enough, 
that though the New Teftament be not written 
in Hebrew or Hebreo-Syriack, the L_ e of 
the Jews in our Saviour's Time, yet t 3 
and Phraſeology is, as all Expoſitors find and ac- 
knowledge, and even as an Engliſh Reader may 
be fatisficd it is ſo from Dr. Hammond's Notes 
on the New Teſtament, where he will find that 
learned Commentator explains but few Texts 


without . forced to have recourſe to the 


Jewiſh Phraſeology. And Dr. Prideaux, as L 


there alſo ſhew, owns the Talmud to be of great 


Ule in this Caſe. To ſay then that the New Teſ- 
tament is tranſmitted to us in Greek, and thence 
to inſinuate that neither Jeruſalem nor Babylo- 
niſh Talmud are concerned in the Controverſy, is 


a mere Artifice to impoſe upon a vulgar Reader, 


and unbecoming an Author, who ought to be 
concern'd only for the Truth. 
t Poſtſcript, p. 166. | 
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He proceeds and ſays, * Oar learned Dottor: 
indeed. urges from Dr. Hammond, that theſe 


Hords [ ywnpe © dunins | ſignify the Cup in the 
Paſſover peculiarly. But then he is not pleaſed to 


tell us, as he ought to have done, that this is not 
the natural Signification of them z nor that Dr. 
Hammond: 9ffer'd: this only as what he thought a 
very probable Conjecture Nor again, that ſuppo- 
feng. that Cup to be mix d at the Time when the 


Bleſſing was pronounced, which can never be prove 


ed, het our Saviuur does not appear to haue inſti- 
zuted any more of it in his Euchariſt, than what 
he particularly mentions, I mean the Fruit of the 


Vine; which St. Chryſoſtom rightly aſſures us, as 


has been noted before, and which every one knows, 
Was not Mater but Wine. Now. Dr. Hammond 
does not ſay this only as a very probable Con- 
jecture, but ſets it down as the only Interpreta- 
tion that: cam ſolve the Diffioulties that occur in 
this Text. Nor did J lie under any Obligation 
bo prove the Points he mentions; it was, as I 
obferr d, ſufficient for me to ſnew, that the Cup 
our Saviour gave to his Diſciples was a mix'd 
Cup, as our learned Opponent muſt allow it to 


have been, ſince he owns. the Mine was not fi 
_ EIT 


to be drank without a Mixture. 


His repeated Requeſt, that 7 will ſhew' any 


ane thing the Apaſtles deſigned ta be of perpetual 
and univerſal Obligation, and did not put in MWri. 
ting in ſoiue Part or other of the New Teftamentz 
has been already anſwer'd in this Diſcourſe. And 
therefore I procecd to his next Argument. 


I The Anſwerer, ſays he, had pleaded, that 


when our Saviour makes not the leaſt mention of 


any thing more in his Euchariſtical Cup than the 


No juſt Grounds, p. 40. | | T1 1bid. p. 41. 
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Fruit of the ine z and yet human Tradition is ap- 


pr aled to ff ar making. a Mixture of. Water, of which, 


our: Saviour. ſays not a. Tittle, as though it were. 
as neceſſarily, incumbent on all Chriſtians, as the, 
Wine it ſelf, of "which there is expreſs mention: 
Here is a, manifeſt. Oppoſition. between Scripture; 
and. Tradition. unleſs it can be allowed that War, 
ter and no aten, or a Mixture and no Mixtuxes: 
are one and the ſame thing. . To this, as he ob- 
ſerves, 1 excepted and ſaid, I car; /qe no ſuch Op- 
| poſition, unlefs our Saviour had uſgd ſuch, Morde 
as muſs neceſſarily. exclude. Mater. And indeed I. 
| mult ſay the ſame. again „ notwithſtanding he is, 
pleaſed to turn it off 


Bread only in this Sacrament, will not exclude. the 
uſe of Butter too, | unleſs he had expreſly forbidden 
1. For I did conſider hat he! ſays, *: That, a! 
| thing might be lefs indifferent, as well as either 
| commanded, or forbidden: And therefore if the) 
| Scriptures. have left it indifferent, that is, have 
neither commanded nor forbidden it, Traditioti 
may then make: or ſhew it to he. neceſſary with. 
| out any Oppoſition to Scripturez unleſs it could 
be proyed, as I. truſt, I have ſhewed it cannot, 
| that nothing can be. neceſfary, or of perpetual 
and univerſal Obligation, which the Scripture. 
has not taught to be ſo. And therefore my An- 
ſwer to that Requeſt of his, To /hew any one thing 
| the Apoſtles deſigned to be of perpetual and univer- 
al Obligation, aud did not put it in Writing: in 
| ſome part or, other of the New Teftament,, is a ubsi 
| ficient Anſwer to all he has ſaid, or can fay to 


what I have maintained, with relation to this 


Point. 


No juſt Grounds, Cc. p. 43. By 


urn it off with ſomething that may; 
make it appear ridiculous, ſaying, So that accord. 
ing to my way of arguing our. Saviqur's inſtituting 
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©" But ſays our learned Opponent, f The Writers 
of the New Teſtament could not have been expected 
to paſs over this Uſage in ſilence, had it been then 
known to be a part e Saviour's Inſtitution. 
But whatever might be expected from the Wri- 
ters of the New Teſtament, it is certain not one 
of thoſe Writers has taught us all that is neceſ- 
ſary to be known concerning this Inſtitution: 
And we have no other Aſſurance that all is taught 


by all of them taken together, excepting that Rule 


of our Opponent's, Which I have ſhewed to be 


falſe; that The Apoſtles taught nothing which they 


deſigned to be of perpetual Obligation, which they 
did not put in Writing in ſome part or other of the 
New: Teſtament. It is certain neither * St. Mat- 


thew nor St. Mark mention thoſe Words, Do 
this in Remembrance of me, which are a Neceſ- 


ſary and Eſſential Part of the Inſtitution; for un- 
les our Saviour had ſaid thoſe Words, it would 
not have appeared that we had lain under any 
Obligation to celebrate this Sacrament. + St. 


Lake indeed does mention our Saviour's ſaying, 
Do this in Remembrance of me, upon his delivery 


of the Bread; but he takes no notice of them 
upon the delivery of the Cup, neither does he 


ſay what that Cup contained, whether Wine, 


or Water, or any other Liquor. * So alſo St. 


Paul, tho' he is more particular than any of the 
Evangeliſts in the recital of the Inſtitution, and 
acquaints us that our Saviour ordered not only 
that the Bread ſhould be eaten, but the Cup alſo 
ſhould be drank in Remembrance of him, yet ſays 
not one Word of the Liquor the Cup contain- 


1 No juſt Grounds, p. 45. 
* Mat, xxvi. 25, c. Mar. XIV. 22, &c. 
| Zak, xii, 19, - * 1 Cor. xi. 23, &6, 
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tho' it was then known to be a part of our Sa- 


| yiour's Inſtitution, ſince it is ſo apparent that 
| there is not one of them, who has not paſſed over 
ſome neceſſary part or other of this Inſtitution 
| in filence? Therefore our Opponent's Aſſertion 
is not ſo ſelf evident as he tancics it is. For 


{ thole Writers, who every one of them ſingly 


have paſſed over in filence a known part of the 
| Inſtitution, may very well be ſuppoſed, though 
taken altogether, to have done ſo alſo. And our 


learned Opponent's Expectation being founded 


| upon ſo weak a ground, cannot invalidate fo much 
| poſitive Evidence as we have from Tradition. 
He adds, The Anſwerer had argued that neither 
the Apoſtles, nor any other of that Age, does ſd 
I much as mention it. And then ſays, Can it be 
imagined, that God in his All-wiſe Providence 
would have ſuffered this, if the Mixture had been 
lon Eſſential of Chriſtianity, and by conſequence 
bad needed ſo early a Tradition for its Support? 


ſtament. Neither the Apoſtles, nor any other of 
that Age, do fo much as once mention it. And 
can it be imagin d, that God in his All-wiſe Pro- 
dence would have ſuſfer d this, if the New 
Zeſtament be the Chriſtian Rule of Salvation, and 
Wy conſequence had needed ſo early a Tradition fot 
its Support ? But the Anſwer in both theſe Caſes 
is plain and eaſy, the Queſtion ought not to be, 
what we may bon ole God might or would have 
done in ſuch a Caſe, but whether the Evidence he 
has vouchſafed us is not ſufficient? If the Evi- 


y a reaſonable Man, there is no occaſion to en- 
quire whether God might not have given us bet- 
1 ter 


Let us apply this to the Canon of the New Te- 


ence be ſufficient, and what ought to ſatis- 
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ter Evidence if he had pleaſed. We certainly 
have at leaft as early Evidence for the Mixture, 
as we have that the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. 
Mark, and St. Luke were written by thoſe Evan- 
geliſts, or that the Epiſtle to the Hebrews was 
written by St. Paul, or any other inſpired Wri- 
ter: Yet I nevertheleſs am fully peruade that 
we have ſufficient Evidence for the divine Au- 
thority of thoſe Books, and am by no means like 
our Opponent for invalidating ſuch Evidence as 
the Canon of the Scripture it {elf does not ſtand 
upon better. 
Well, but it ſeems if Juſtin Martyr be an E- 
vidence early enough to teſtify concerning the 
Practice of the firſt Age (which our learned Op- 
ponent, whether he thinks it proper to allow or 
not, has no farther diſputed) yet he has actual- 
ly given no Teſtimony * concerning that Ape. 
For Juſtin, he will have it, gives only an Account 
f the Uſage of his own time, which is no prof 
that the Mixture, which he does not ſay was hell 
eſſentially neceſſary even in his Days, was yet 
_ veckoned to be ſo in the Age before. But I con- 
ceive Juſtin does teſtify this not to be only the 
Practice. of his own time, but to have been de- 
rived from the Apoſtles, conſequently. to have 
been the Practice of the Apoſtolical Age: For 
When he has given an Account how the Chriſti 
ans celebrated the Euchariſt, he adds, | For the 
Apoſtles in the Traditions handed to us by them, 
Which are called the Goſpels, have delivered that 
Jeſus thus commanded them; Taking Bread, giv- 
ing Thanks, he ſaid, Do This IN REMEMBRANCE 


1 Juſt. Mart, Apol. 1,$. 86, þ. 130, Edit, Grab. 
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Cup, gi viug Thanks, he ſaid, Ts 18 MY Brood. 
Which the wicked Demons have alſo taught by 


way of Imitation in the Myſteries of Mythra: For 
that Bread and a Cup of Water is put into the 
Sacrifice of him that is initiated, you either know 
or may know: This I think is a full Teſtimony 
that Juſtin ſpeaks of the Water, as a neceſſary 


part of the Euchariſt, in the Apoſtles Days, and 
as à part of our Saviour's Inſtitution. For if 
what he ſays concerning the Smpvymeoruartas | 


the Traditions of the Apoitles (as Dr. Grabe teach- 


l es us the Word ſignifies) was to be confined 
only to what he particularly mentions here as the 


Words of the Goſpel, and not to what he has 
ſaid before concerning the Celebration of the 


Euchariſt , and particularly the Cup of Wine 
and Water, he could not have ſpoken of the Cup 


of Water in the Myſteries of Mythra, as an 
Imitation of our Saviour's Inſtitution, if Water, 
according to the Tradition of the Apoſtles, had 
not made a part of the Cup our Saviour inſtitut- 
ed. So again *-in his Dialogue with Trypho, 
ſpeaking . 


ſake be became obnoxious to Suffering; and the Cup 


which he commanded ſuch as celebrate the Eucha- 
| rift to offer in Remembrance of his Blood. No- 
thing then, I think, can be a clearer Evidence that 
| Fuſtin Martyr looked upon the Water as a ne- 
cCelfary and eſſential Ingredient of the Euchariſ- 


Dial. en Tryphon. p. 215, 216, Edit. Jebb. 
Jai. xxxiii. 26. 
I 2 tick 
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t Text of I //7aiah, where the Pro- 
Phet ſays, Bread ſhall be given him, bis Waters 
| ſball be ſure. He ſays, In this Prophecy it is ap- 
| parent that the Bread is ſpoken of which our Chriſt 
| commanded us to offer in Remembrance of his In- 
| carnation for thoſe that believe in him, for whoſe 
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tick Cup, and a part of our Saviour's Inſtitution: 
Since he could not otherwiſe have applied the 


- 


Water ſpoken of by 1/ajiah to the Euchariſtick 


Cup, which he ſays our Saviour commanded to be 


"offered in Remembrance of his Blood. 


- Farther, he ſays, *I take notice of Juſtin's 99a- 
10. neui, and ſay, I believe the Anſwerer 
#s the firſt that diſcover'd this Difficulty. To 
which he replies, f ſo, I wiſh he would be the 
firſt that would give a good Solution to it. But 
what occaſion have I to give a good Soluti- 
on to it, when Juſtin himſelf has done it, 
F as I before obſerved? but he thought conveni- 
ent to over-look it. I will therefore, for the Rea- 


der's full ſatisfaction, tranſcribe the two Paſſages 


as they lic in Juſtin. Firſt then he fays, Pray- 
ers being ended, we ſalute one another with a Kiſs : 


Then there is brought to him that preſides over the 
| Brethren, rd weewr F adeoav, Bread and a 


Cup of Water and Mixture, vSaros N LEH aro * 
#hich he having received, gives Praiſe and Glory 
#0 the Father of all things, &c. Then fome time 
after * he ſays, And, As WE SAID BEFORE, Pray- 
ers being ended, Bread, and Wine, and Water, 
3, oivog , dg is brought: And he that pre ſides 
6 Teoz5wey ſends up Prayers and Thankſpivings 
with all his might, &c. This is a plain Recital 
of what he had ſaid before, and what he there 
called Mater and Mixture, he here expreſly calls 
Hine and Water. So that if there was a difh- 


culty in the former Paſſage, he has here ans wen 


ed it. And when an Author has ſo explained 

himſelf, I fee no difficulty there is for any one 

elſe to ſolve it. If Juſtin was now living, he might 
* No juſt Grounds, p. 46. j Poſtſcript, p: 176. 


+ Juſt. Mart. Apol. 1. Sect. 85, p. 125. Edit. Grab. 
. 0 Ibid, Seft, 87. p. 131. | 
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but he happens in one place to 
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juftly. make the. ſame Complaint of the Author 
of No Reaſon, &c. and our Opponent, that he 
docs of Trypho and his Friends. + For, ſays he, 
like Flies, ye run and fly to fore Places; and if a 
Man ſpeak ten thouſand Words well, and happen 


to let fall one, even the leaſt WW ord, which diſ- 
| pleaſes ou, or is not underſiood, or not ſo clear as 


you would have it, letting alone all the many things 
well ſaid, you lay hold of that poor little Mord, 
and proſecute it without Mercy. Juſtin has clear= 
ly ſaid Mine and Water in more PRC than one, 
ay Mixture and 
Mater; and tho' he moſt evidently explains him- 
elf, yet this poor Word Mixture is laid hold of 
and proſecuted, as if it made all that Juſtin has 
faid on this occaſion unintelligible. 
The Doctor, * ſays he, proceeds to the Reply 


made 10 2 Theſſ. i ji. 15. Therefore, Brethren, ſtand 
aſt, and hoid the Traditions you have been taught, 


whether by Ward, or by our Epiſtle. Of what. 
Service, lays the Anſwerer, . can this be now, to. 
any Traditions, or any ſort of Doctrine, that does 
not appear to have been taught by the Apoſtles. ei- 
ther of theſe Ways? Upon this he flouriſhes, and 
ſays, This I. find was a Queſtion preſsd a little too 
bard for the Doctor to get rid of it, and therefore 


| inflead of anſwering it, he owns the Truth enqui- 


red after, only he pleads it is not to our Purpoſe, 
tho he does mot pretend to tell what could: poſſi bly 
bave been more ſo. But indeed I did not find it 
to preſs at all, and my Anſwer was juſt, that i? 
was nothing to the Purpoſe, becauſe the things 
we plead for have appeared to have been taught 
at jeaft one of thoſe Wars acccording, to That 


I Dial. cum 8 336, 279. dit; Jebb, . 
No juſt Grounds, Cc. p. 47. 
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excellent Rule of St. Auguſine, which the 


learned Author of Ns Reaſon T cites, and dares 
not condemn, I hate ver is held by the univerſal 
Church, and always obſerved, without being ſettled 
by any Conciliary Decree, is rightly believed an A- 
poftolical Tradition. _ Therefore as J conceive 


wie have proved all the Points e contend for 


20 have been always obſerved by the noni" 
Church, without being ſettled by any Conciliary De- 
tree, we ſufficiently prove them to be of Apoſto- 
heal Tradition; fo that, as I faid, his Queſtion 
did not preſs at all, neither is it any thing to the 
Purpoſe. Indeed the learned Author of No Rea- 
ſon, and our learned Opponent, do both pretend 
theſe thi have not been held always by the 
univerſal | | 
o \ conſider, that when they ſay this, they are 
dges in their own Cauſe : And I am fatisfied 
that the learned Reader, who can judge for him- 
ſelf, when he has fairly examir'd the Teſtimo- 


nies on both ſides, and compared them with the 


Originals, will find, that in every one of the con- 
troverted Points, the Fathers ſpeak clearly of our 
fide. And the Unlearned may alſo be fatisfied 
from unbiaſs d Judges, ſuch as Mr. Thorndike, 
Biſhop Hickes, Mr. Johnſon, and Mr. Bingham, 
that theſe are Apoſtolical Traditions by that Rule: 
I call them unbiafs'd Judges, becauſe” they have 
given their Opinions in this Caſe in oppoſition 
to their own Practice, at leaſt to any open and 
avowed Practice that they thought fit to ac- 
quaint the World with. And therefore having 
vindicated my former Reply, and ſhewn that his 
Anſwer was nothing to the Purpoſe, I ſhall ſay a- 


gain, as I did then, that the fame Reply is ſuffi- 


_ cient againſt his Anſwer to the next Text. 
1 No Reaſon, Cc. pag. 76. 5 
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The Author of the Defence, ſays our Opponent, 
had ſaid, Theſe two Conveyances are not oppoſite 
and deſtructive of each other, but only different 
ways of publiſhing the Will of God, and only two 
Streams flowing from the ſame Fountain. To 
which I faid the Anſwerer replies: But i they 
happen to teach contrary Doftrines, as in the Caf 
of the Mixture. This I ſaid I have anſwer'd al- 
ready ; but he adds, that he has fully ſhewn my 
Au ſeuer 4 no means deſerves the Name of Proof. 
Now, tho 


* 


ugh I truſt that I have fully ſhewn 
| 7 of what he has ſaid on this Occa- 
fron, yet for ſatisfaction I will ſhew it farther. 
His Argument is this, N hen our Saviour makes 
not the leaſt mention of any thing mare in his Eucha- 

riftical Cup than the Fruit of the Vine, and. yet 
Human Tradition is appeal'd to for making a Mix- 
ture of Water, of which our Saviour ſays. not a 
Tittle, as though it were as neceſſarily incumbent 
upon all Chriſtians as the Wine it ſelf; here is à 
manifeſt Oppoſition between Scripture and Tradition, 
unleſs it can be allow'd, that Water and no Wa- 
ter, or a Mixture and no Mixture are one and the 


| ſame thing. Now, at this rate of making an 


Oppoſition between Scripture and Tradition, 
4 455 Tradition teaches ſomething more than the 
Scripture has taught, he muſt make Scripture 
alſo oppoſite to it ſelf, where one Part of Scrip- 
ture teaches what another Part has not taught. 
Thus, for Inſtance, our Saviour, according to St. 
Matthew and Mark, only gave Bread and the 
Cup to his Diſciples, without giving them any 
Commandment to do this in Remembrance of him: 
therefore when St. Paul ſays, that our Saviour 


commanded, ſaying, Do this in Remembrance of 


me; here is a maniteſt Oppoſition, unleſs a Com- 
mand. and no Command be the ſame thing. So 
=: I 4 again, 


1 » 


( 104 ) 
again, St. Matthew and St. Mark tells us, that 
Gen Wine in the Cup which our Saviour 
gave to his Diſciples: St. Luke and St. Paul do 
not tell us of any Liquor that was in the Cup, 
therefore unleſs it can be allow'd that Wine and no 
Wine, Liquor and no Liquor are the ſame thing, 
here is a manifeſt Oppoſition. This is our learn- 
ed Opponent's e Argument, if Tra- 
dition ſpeaks of ſome Particulars which the Scrip- 
ture has omitted, there muſt be an Oppoſition 
betwixt them. St. Paul is plainly as oppoſite to 
the Evangeliſts in one Caſe, as Tradition is to Scrip- 
ture in the other. He makes the Celebration of 
the Euchariſt a neceſſary Duty, by telling us that 
our Saviour ſaid, Do this in Remembrance of me; 
whereas our Saviour, according to St. Matthew 
and St. Mark, gave no ſich Commandment.” But 
every one muſt ſee here is really no Oppoſition 
in the Caſe : That though the Evangeliſts do 
not tells us that our Saviour ſaid, Do this, yet 
neither do they tell us that he did not fay ſo; 
therefore we may believe St. Paul, when he tells 
us that he did ſay, Do this. So, on the other 


Hand, ſuppoſing the Words Fruit of the Vine not 


to imply a Mixture, which cannot be granted, 
and in conſequence of that Suppoſal, allowing 

that the Scriptures do not fay that our Saviour 
Fave a. mix'd Cup to his Diſciples, yet neither 
do they ſay that it was not mix'd ; therefore we 
may believe Tradition when it ſays, that the Cup 
was mix'd, and that our Saviour requir'd it ſhould 
be fo offer d. Tradition here only teaches what 
the Scriptures have omitted (ſuppoſing the Words 


Fruit f the Vine not to imply a Mixture) and 


there 1s no more Oppoſition betwixt Scripture 
and Tradition in one Cafe, than betwixt St. Paul 
and the Eyvangeliſts in the other. 


Then 


Fo 1 


Then he obſerves that I took Notice of his aſk- 
ing this Queſtion, * hat if Scripture. ſay nothing 
of Prayer for the Dead, can an after Tradition make 
that a neceſſary Duty for all Chriſtians ? And 
adds, that I do not pretend to ſay it can. And 
indeed I ſhall freely grant him, that an ArrER 
Tradition, that is, a Tradition which is not Apo- 
ſtolical, or of equal Antiquity with the Canon of 
the New Teſtament, cannot make that a neceſ- 
fary Duty for all Chriſtians, which the Scrip: 


tures have not made ſo. But if it be evidently 


an Apoſtolical Tradition, as I am firmly JI 
ed it is, (and conceive it has been proved to be, 
by Mr. Thorndike, the Author of the Reaſons, 


and Mr. Deacon) the learned Author of No Rea- 


fon, &c. F allows, at leaſt does not deny, it will 


make that neceſſary which is not otherwiſe ſo. He 


then takes notice that. I fay, ¶ 7he Scripture ſays 


nothing of Prayer for the Dead, it is certain it has 


not made it unlawful. 3 which he tells me 
P 


that I forget that our Diſpute is not concerning the 
Lawfulneſs, but the Neceſſity of this Uſage : And 
repeats it over and over again, as if I had entire- 


ly forgot it, which I ſhall ſoon ſhew I did nor. 


But I thought it proper to obſerve, that our 


learned Opponent's Arguments allow'd the Law- 


fulneſs of this, as well as the other controverted 


Points, becauſe the +4 1n6ENnIous Author of No 
Neceſſity, &c. obſerves, that the Author of No 
Reaſon, &c. whom our learned Opponent de- 
fends, is /u/pefied to be againſt the Luwſulneſs of 
theſe things, if they could be reftor'd by a proper 


and competent Authority; and therefore I conceiv- 


ed it would be the gaining a ſmall Point to prove 


4 


No juſt Grounds, 5. 48, 49. . 
No Reaſon, Cc. p. 53. f No Neceſſity, ec. p. 8. 


the 


WMuttduunn!,,ttce 
the Lawfulneſs of Praying for the Dead; believ- 
ing that a Man muſt be convinced of the Law- 
fulneſs of a thing, before he can be perſuaded it 
is a neceſſary Duty. However, as if I aimed at 


* 


proving no more than the Lawfulne/3 of Prayers 
2 them I argue they are commanded in Scripture. 

ut if the Reader will give himſelf the trouble 
to look into what I have ſaid, he will fee that 


I bring Scripture not to prove the bare Lawful- 
neſs, but the Neceſſity of this Practice. For 1 


F firſt take Notice of what he ſays with relation 
to Infant Baptiſm, and fay, Then as to the Ne- 


CESSITY of it, he gives this Reaſon, that our bleſſed 


Saviour gave Commiſſion for baptizing all Nations, 


of which Children are undoubitdly a Part. And. 


the Practice of the Church fince is a good corrobo- 
rating Evidence, and makes the Nxckssrr more 
apparent and unqueſtionable. Hereupon I add, 
This is EXACTLY . what is pleaded in Behalf of 
Prayers for the Dead. Now if it be EXACTLY 
the ſame, muſt it not prove the Necessrry of 
ſuch Prayers, as the other does of Infant Baptiſm? 
But I go on and ſhew how the Proof is exaly 

the ſame, faying, The Scripture poſitively requires 
4s to make Supplication for all Saints. The 
Fords ALL Saints being as univerſal as the Words 
ALL Nations, this Command, as NECESSARILY 
obliges us to pray for ALL Saints, whether they be 
in this World, or whether they be departed, as the 

other does to baptize ALL Perſons of ALL Ages. And 
then we ſay, that the Practice of the Church ſince, 
in all Times, at all Places, and by all the Faithful, 
down as low as to the Sixteenth Century, is a 
| good corroborating Evidence, and makes the NE- 


} Eph, vi. 18. 
CESSITY 


I Poſtſcript, p. 178, 


or the Dead, he ſays, 70 prove the LAwTVLNEss 


) 


exssrrx of it more 1; po 45d Aufaefionabls. 
Let the impartial Reader judge if this be only 
leading for the Lose of Prayers for the 
b I can't but think it is arguing for the 
N eceſſity of them as apparently as a reaſonable 
Man can 1 dente. But it is a very pre 2 Artifice 


to endeavour to make an unwa er believe 
that I only plead for the Lawfulne/s of theſe 
Prayers, that ſo, if he ſhould think I have prov” d 
my Point, he may yet be never the nearer. to 
my Na ſince tis not the Lawfulneſi, but 
the 
the Reader ſees that this is only a Miſrepreſenta- 
tion, and that I argue for the Neceſſity, and not 
the bare Lawf neſs of Prayer for the Dead. 
Yet, being Kale that i Prayer for the Dead 


be founded upon a Text of Scripture, it will 
prove it to be a neceſſary Dut Wy tho” he pretends” 
ed,) 


oo falſely, as I have proved,) that I fon pro- 
uc'd it RE: to prove the Lawfulneſs of ſuch Pray- 
ers, he thinks 

the force of that Text. And firſt he deſires us to 
acquaint him, hat ancient, or even modern Com- 


mentators of Note, we have to produce in bebalf 


of our Interpretation of the Apoſtle s Words ? Now 
4s to ancient Commentators, we may, in our 


turn, deſire to know of him which of them has 


particularly applied our Saviour's Command, to 


baptize all .Nations to the Caſe, of Infant Bap- 
tim? We do not find they had any Diſpute a- 
bout the Matter; Infants were then generall 

Baprized, and no Body that we know of op 4 
ed it. And therefore when they expound that 
Text of St. Matthew, they had no occaſion. to 


apply it particularly to Infants, as the modern 


Commentators have. -So as to Prayers for the 
Saints departed, the Ancients had no Hirni a- 
Out 


eceſſity that is diſputed. However, I hope | 


$ It proper to endeavour to invalidate 


. * 
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bout it, none that we read of ever oppoſed it but 
the Heretick Aerius; neither did he argue that 
it was contraty to Scripture,” but only that it 
was of no Service to the Dead; and therefore 


St. Epiphanius, who is the only one of the Ancients | 


that takes Notice of him to refute him, had lit- 


tle Occaſion to have recourſe to Scripture when 


he oppoſed him. However, let our Opponent 
thew us where any of the Ancients have applicd 
our Saviour's Command to baptize all Nations 
to the Caſe of Infant Baptiſm, and I will ſhew 


him where they have apply'd Supplication for all 
Saints to Prayers for the Dead. Nor is it to be 


wonder'd'at if modern Commentators have not 


apply'd this Text as we have done, ſince neither 
Papyſts nor Proteſtants either practiſe or plead 


for Prayers for Saints departed; that is, ſuch as 


ſleep in Peace, and are at reft from their Labours. 


The Papiſts pray for no other Dead except ſuch 
as they ſuppoſe to be in Purgatory: And the 
Provifents pray for, no Dead at all. Therefore 
what wonder if both of them give a different, 
turn to this plain Text? But we may ſay both 
of this Text, and that of Baptizing al Nations 
need no Comment to make them more ſo, and 
the Practice of the univerſal Church in the beſt 


and pureſt times warrants our Expoſition of 


them. FFV 9 
But our learned Opponent is reſolv'd to de- 


Prive us of all Advantage from this Text, and 


ays, Though the Word RAyiot, Saints, be fre- 
quently uſed in the New TJeſtament, to denote 
7he Members of the Chriſtian Church here, I dare. 
be poſitive he will not find it ſo applied to thoſe 


that are departed from us. And. I am firmly of 


Opinion this will not be diſproved. , I perceive in- 
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| deed that an Exception will be made to this Doc- 
| trine, from thoſe Words of the Evangeliſt, Many 
Bodies of Saints which flept aroſe. And the Doc- 
tor hints no leſs: But I am, however, to aſſure 
the Reader theſe Words had been ſeriouſly conſider- 
ed before Hand, and fully concluded not to inter- 
fere with the foregoing Obſervation. For it is tq 
be noted, that the Participle there is of the perfect, 
and not the preſent Tenſe, not wow, but 
nexouunpowvy, not of the Saints aſleep, but that 
had been aſleep, though now alive again, and cal- 
led *arywor (a Name commonly given to the Chriſti 
ans) becauſe once more Members of the Chriſtian 
Church upon. Earth. So that they not being aſleep 
when called d yioi, it can never follow from hence, 
that this Title belongs to any that are now aſleep, 
and conſequently can never warrant the Uſe of 
Prayers FL the Dead from thoſe Words of the 
Apoſtle directing to pray for ALL SainTs. But 
this has been already anſwer'd by the Author + of 
the Reaſons,who very well obſerves,that zheſeSaints 
could not be ſaid to be alive becauſe they appear'd in 
their Bodies: For if there was no vital Union be- 
tween the Souls and Bodies of theſe Saints, they 
Were ſtill in a State of Separation, and belonged 
to the Diviſion of the other World But that 
there was no ſuch vital Union, is evident, becauſe 
their appearing was no Reſult of a proper Reſur- 
reftion : "Twas only a ſhort miraculous Scene, to 
Honour our Saviour's Paſſion and riſing from the 
Dead. For that there never was, nor will be any 
Reſurrection, excepting our Saviour's, till his ſe- 
cond coming, is plain from the Apoſtle St. Paul; 
who declares, & that as in Adam all die, fo in Chriſt 


+ Vind. of Reaſ. and Def. b. 2. 
1 Cor, xv. 22, 23. | 
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ſhall all be made alive: But every Man in his 
own Order; Chriſt the firſt Fruits, afterwards 
they that are Chriſts at his coming. Thus we 
fee none of Adam's Deſcendants are to expect a 
Reſurrettion, till our Saviour's coming to Fudg- 
zent. And thoſe who have no Re-union of Soul 
and Body can't be ſaid to bs alive, notwithſtand- 
ing any tranſient Appearance of ſuch a Condition. 
J ſhall add, that thoſe who made only ſuch a 
tranſient Appearance cannot be ſaid 20 have been 
once more Members of the Chriſtian Church up- 
an Earth: For every Member of the Chriſtian 
Church upon Earth is in a State of Warfare 
with the World, the Fleſh, and the Devil; 
he is ee to Temptations, which he muſt 
continually fight with, he needs the Aſſiſtance 
of the Word and Sacraments to ſtrengthen him 
in the Combat; but theſe Saints had fini/bed their 
Courſe, and did not come here to begin it again, 
or to proceed in it, which they muſt have done, 
had thcy been again Members of the Chriſtian 
Church on Earth. But, as the Author of the 
Keaſons obſerves farther, be Text ſays, That 
many Bodies of Saints which SLEPT, aroſe. Thus 
they are expreſly called Saints while they ſlept, 
that is, when they were dead in the Scripture Lan- 
Pace. Nor will our Opponent's Criticiſm a- 
bout the Greek Præter- perfect Tenſe help him. 

for the Engliſh is alſo in the Perfect Tenſe, = 
the Senſe is the ſame. However, as I have ob- 
ferved in my Diſcourſe on the Liturgies, this is 
far from being the only Text where the Word 
«44 Saints, is apply'd to thoſe that are depart- 
ed this Life, there are a great many more which 
1 ſhall here again recite. * As he ſpake by the 


* Lake i. 70. 


- Mouth 


W's 


Mouth of his holy Prophets, or of his Saints the 


Prophets, I «yiav 7g«@yrov, which have been ſince 
the World began. By the Mouth of all his holy 
Prophets, or his Sal N rs the Prophets, # dyiwy 
urs TeoÞravy, fince the World began. Tf Do ye 
not know that the SAiNTS, oi Aye fball judge the 
World? + Now therefore ye are no more Siran- 
gers and Foreigners, but Fellow-Citizens with the 
SAINTS, #F ayiwv, and of the Houſhold of God, 


* Hath made us meet to be partakers of the Inbe- 


ritance of the SAINTS, ® eyiov, in Light. ＋ At 
the coming of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt with all his 


Saints, d, + When he ſhall come to be 


glorified in his SAINTS, & Tois &yious. * Spoken 


| before by the holy Prophets, or the SainTs the 


Prophets, # &yiwv reoÞyrav. N That thou ſbouldeſt 
give Reward unto thy Servants the Prophets, and 
to the SAINTS, roi . 4 They gave ſhed the 


Blood of SAiNTS, &yiwv. * And I ſaw the Woman 


drunken with the Blood of the SAINTS, d 
＋ Rejoice over her, thou Heaven, and ye holy A. 
poft les and Prophets, or the SainTs the Apoſtles, 
0: &y108 Jord go Since therefore there are {o Ma- 


ny plain Texts to this Purpoſe, I ſhall leave the 


Reader to judge what Reaſon our learned Op- 


ponent could have to be ſo politive that the 


word 47 Saints, is never apply'd in the New 
Teſtament to thoſe that are departed from us. 
Were ngt the ancient Prophets, that had been 
ſince the World began, departed before thoſe 
Words were ſpoken of them, which are written 
in the New Teſtament? Yet they are there cal- 
Ad li. 21. 1 Cor. vi. 2. t Eph. ii. 19. 
„ Gee i 11 fr Theſſ. ü. 1. fi. 10. 
3-3 #6; bb 2, f Revel. xi. 18. f Rævel. xvi. 6. 
® Revel, xvii. 6. I Kevrl. xvni. 20. | 
8 | led 


e 


led &, Saints. Shall the Saints judge the 


World before they are departed hence? Yer they 
are ſpoken of as penny Saints at the time when 
they ſhall judge the World. Are we Fellow-Citi- 


zens only of the Saints on Earth? Are the Saints 


in Light not departed hence? Will our Lord 
| Feſus come only with thoſe that are Members of 
his Church on Earth? Is a Reward to be given 
to thoſe that were dead when St. John wrote 
the Revelations? Were thoſe living upon Earth 
whoſe Blood was ſhed? Were thoſe {till upon 
Farth, with whoſe Blood the Woman was drunk- 


en? Were not the Saints, the Apoſtle St. John 


ſpeaks of in the Revelations, dead when he wrote 
that Prophecy? Which of the Apoſtles was then 
living beſides himſelf? Therefore ſince it is fo 


evident that the Title Saints in the Language of 


the New Teſtament, as well as in our preſent 
common Speech, does belong to thoſe that are 
aſlecp in Chriſt, a Command to pray for ALX. 
SainTs includes them as well as thoſe that are 
living upon Earth. And this Command of St. 
Paul, to make Supplication for all Saints, obliges 
us to pray, for the Saints departed in the ſame 
manner as the Command of our Saviour to bap- 
tize all Nations, * us to baptize Infants. 
And whatever he has ſaid to provè that Infants 
ought to be baptiz d, becauſe our Saviour com- 
manded to baptize all Nations, evidently proves 
that the Saints departed ought to be prayed for, 
becauſe St. Paul requires us to make Supplication 
for all Saints. Our learned Opponent has no 
Objection to this, but that the Word Saints is 
never applied, in the New Teſtament, to thoſe 
that are departed from us, which being proy'd 
to be falſe by ſo many plain Inſtances, the Ar- 
gument ſtands good. | ; 

* n 


retur! 
tion 
that 
ſion; 
there 
What 
What 
Scrix 
Obli 
ther 
only. 
4 
the 1 
in & 
plair 
ture 
ture: 


6 


In the next place our learned Opponent * ob- 


ſerves that we ſay, They themſelves are forced to 


fly to Tradition in ſome Caſes, particularly in the 
Caſes of Infant Baptiſm and the Lord's Day. And 
whereas he had taken upon him to prove our 
Obligation to baptize Infants from our Saviour's 
Command 20 baptize all Nations, I ſhewed we 
had as poſitive a Command to make Supplication 
for all Saints; This he pretended to return an 
| Anſwer to, but I truſt I have here given ſo full a 
Reply to that Anſwer as will ſatisfy the Reader of 
the Inſufficiency of it. He alſo had pretended to 
return an Anſwer to what was ſaid of the Tradi- 


tion concerning the Lord's Day, but I reply'd 


that I had obviated all he had ſaid on that occa- 
ſion; he only lays, I have been far from doing it; 
therefore I muſt deſire the Reader to conſult 
what I A have ſaid of that Matter, and alſo 
what + he has ſaid, and then judge whether the 
Scripture teaches that we lie under any neceſſary 
Obligation to obſerve the Lord's Day, or whe- 
ther that Obligation is not taught by Tradition 
only. | | 


Then he tells us, & That the learned Author of 


the Defence poſitively aſſirms, that there is nothing 
in Scripture to prove Scripture. By which he 


plainly meant, that there was nothing in Scrip- 


ture to teach us what Books made up the Scrip- 


tures z what were divinely inſpired, and what 


is Foot L rom Therefore what ſignifics our learn- 
e 


Opponent's Quotation from Clemens Alexan- 


drinus, and his long Diſcourſe, (though other- 


* No juſt Grounds, c. p. 52. 

I Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, p. 20, ec. | 

＋ No ſufficient Reaſon, Part 1. p. 28. 5 

* No juſt Grounds, p. 52. No ſufficient Reaſon, 
Part 1. p. 31. 
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wiſe very good) to ſhew that the Scriptures are 


à demonſtrative proof of themſelves : when he is 
forced to own, That he never pretended this was. 


ſufficient to ſettle the Canon of Scripture, to aſſure 
us what Books belong to that ſacred Code, and 
what do not, or how we ſhall certainly diſtinguiſh 
Scripture from Apocrypha. He expreſly ſays that 
for this, We muſt depend upon thoſe who made the 


Diſtinttion, and ſettled the Canon, and upon others 


that have tranſmitted it down to us," as being the 
compleateſs and beſs Evidence the Nature of the 
thing is capable of ; than which no reaſonable Man 
would in any Caſe defire more. But it does not 
appear, neither is it pretended, that thoſe who 
made the Diſtinction, and ſettled the Canon were 


inſpired Men, and acted by an infallible Spirit. 


Yet the Nature of the thing was capable of that 
Evidence. St. John, who was the longeſt liver 


of the Apoſtles, and whoſe Goſpel was the laſt 


Book of the New Teſtament which was writ- 


ten, was capable of giving us a e e of all 
the Books which God intended ſhould make up 
that ſacred Volume. * Euſebius tells us, that he 


ſaw and approved the three Goſpels of St. Mat- 


z he, St. Mark, and St. Luke, and that he wrote 
his own to ſupply ſome Matters of Faith relat- 
ing to our Saviour's Divinity, which he judged 
not ſufficiently taught by them. Now St. John 


was certainly as capable of telling us all this him- 


ſelf, as of leaving it to the Elders of Epheſus to 
deliver it by Tradition: And he could as caſily 
have put it into Writing as Euſebius afterwards 


did. And as all the other Apoſtles were then 


dead, and he alone ſurviving, he could not but 


know that the laſt Book he wrote would be the 


* Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 2. cap. 24. | 
laſt 


yet the Evi 


(E 


laſt Book of holy Scripture: He might then 
have given us a Catalogue of all the Books of 
the New Teſtament, and he being an inſpired 


Writer, his Evidence would have been better 


than any human Evidence whatſoever. So that 


we cannot ſay, that the Evidence we have is the 


compleateſt aud beſt Evidence the Nature of the 
thing is capable of : For the _—_ in its own Na- 


ture was capable of Inſpired or Divine Evidence, 
Andr we have is but Human. We 
can only fay it is the beſt that God in his Provi- 


dence thought expedient to give us, that it is 
ſufficient Evidence, and ſuch any reaſonable Man 


may be fatisfied with. 


But, ſays our Opponent, * If the Doctor would 
4 % tk ; » o - ; 

infer from hence, that becauſe Tradition is to be 
relied upon, where it is the beſt Evidence that can 


be had, therefore it is to be made our Rule in all 
Caſes, and we muſt not ſo much as pretend to in- 


terpret a plain, eaſy Text of Scripture, without 
recourſe had to Tradition for its Right, and ſome- 
times for its wrong Senſe, as it often happens in 
this preſent Diſpute, he cannot expect this will be 
| | rug him, without much better Authority than 


eis ever like to bring for it. But I ſhall infer 
from hence, that Tradition may be a ſufficient 
Evidence, and that it is ſo wherever it is truly 
Primitive and Univerſal : And that as it 1s if, 
lowed to be ſufficient Evidence for the Canon 
of Scripture, ſo where we have as good and as 
full Evidence for any other Doctrine or Prac- 


tice, it is ſufficient Evidence alſo, unleſs our Op- 


ponent can give a better Reaſon why it ſhould 


not be ſo than he has yet done. For to ſay that 
the Canon of Scripture is not capable of better 


No juſt Grounds, p. 53. 3 
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Evidence, and from thence to infer a Difference 
in the Caſe, is falſe; ſince, as I have ſhewed, the 


Settlement of that Canon is capable of better E- 


vidence, if God had ſeen it expedient. to have 
given it. And if he will not ſometimes have re- 
courſe to Tradition, to interpret a ſeemingly plain 
eaſy Text, I deſire to know how he will in- 
terpret that plain eaſy Text, * Ne alſo ought to 
waſh one another's Feet. Is it poſſible any Text 
ſhould be gooey or eaſier than that? Our Savi- 


our did actually and literally waſh his Diſciples 
Feet, and ſays expreſly, Te alſo ought to waſh one 
another's Feet. For I have given you an Exam- 
ple that ye ſhould do as I have done to you. Is 


there a plainer eaſier Text in the New Teſtament? 
I deſire therefore to know of our Opponent, 
whether actually and literally to waſh one ano- 
ther's Feet, as our Saviour actually and literally 
did, be enjoyn'd by this Command? Or if it 1s 
not, what other Reaſon he has to think ſo, but 
only that the Church has never underſtood it li- 
terally? That is, Tradition is againſt ſuch a lite- 
ral Interpretation: So that I am perſuaded our 
Opponent himſelf muſt be forced to have recourſe 
to Tradition to interpret a plain eaſy Text of 
Scripture. And if he muſt, why ſhould it be a 


Fault in us to ſay that it may ſometimes be ne- 


ceſſary to have recourſe to Tradition, to under- 
ſtand a ſeemingly plain eaſy Text. As to having 


recourſe to Tradition to interpret in a wrong 


Senſe, I deſire he will be fo kind as to ſhew us any 
Tradition truly Primitive and Univerſal (and we 
plead for no other) that has interpreted Scripture 

in a wrong Senſe. I” 


* John xiii. 14. 
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Hie goes on, and ſays, I am ſorry to find him 


a4 ſay, there is no fuller or larger Tradition, to ſettle 
\ the certain Number of the Books of the Old and 
A New Teſtament, than there is for the Mixture, Prayer 
6 for the Dead, &c. becauſe if the Canon were no bet- 
5 ter ſettled than the Neceſſity of theſe, for that is 
. what we diſpute about, it would be in a very tot 
75 tering Condition. But I ſhall not enlarge upon 
+ this, both becauſe I have juſt now own'd, that we 
1 receive the Canon by Tradition, and becauſe wwe 
hs had no other way for it to be convey'd down to 13 
hs  whoreas had theſe Uſages been any where taught in 
4 Scripture, they would have been much better learn- 
"A ed from our Saviour and bis Apoſtles own Words, 
7 than from the Tradition nom pleaded for them. In 
3 this Paſſage our learned Opponent cannot deny but 
%s we have as good Evidence for the primitive and uni- 
verſal Practice of the Points diſputed, as we have 
4 for the Canon of Scripture, . but we have not: 
is ſo good Evidence for the NecessITY of them; 
2 that is, as we may collect from the Paſſage laſt. 
© eonſider'd, compar'd with the preſent Paſſage, 
I we have not the het Evidence the Nature of: the 
le thing is capable of, they are not to be learn'd from 
of our Saviour and his Apoſtles. own Words, where 
1 they would have been much better learn'd. But I 
1 muſt ſay again, that the Queſtion is not whether 
4 the things in their own Nature are incapable: of 
| better Evidence, but whether the Evidence we 
5 have for them be not ſufficient to ſatisfy any rea- 
5 ſonable Man. I have ſhew'd, that the Canon of 
J Scripture is capable of Scripture: Evidence; if 
; God had ſeen it expedient, he might have direct- 


ed St. John when he wrote his Goſpel, the laſt. 
Book .of the New Teſtament that was written, 
ro have given us a Catalogue of all the Inſpired 
Writings, and then the Canon of Scripture would 
MO S434. have 


e 
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have had better Evidence: So that it is falſe to 
ſay, that we had na other way for the Canon of 
Scripture to be convey'd down to us but. Tradition. 
For it might have been convey'd to us.by Scrip- 
ture, if had ſeen it expedient. But if Tra- 


dition alone be ſufficient Evidence for the Canon 


of Scripture, then where Tradition gives us as full 
Evidence for other things, we ought to judge 
ſuch Evidence to be ſuffeient, notwithſtanding 
they may in their own Nature be capable of 
better. And J muſt ſay it, that there is not an 
earlier Evidence than Juſtin Martyr for the Ca- 


non of the New Teſtament, and he is our Evi. | 
dence for the Mixture alſo: Nay, I will fay that 


there is not an earlier Evidence for the Canon 


of Scripture than Trenæus and Tertullian „ who. 


were later than Juſtin Martyr, and thoſe two 
are Evidences for the four controverted Points; 
that is, Irenæus is an Evidence for three of them, 


the Mixture, the Ohlation, and the Iuvacation; 


and Tertullian for the fourth, which is Prayer for 
he Dead. So that we have as carly Tradition 
for all the Points diſputed, as we have for the 
Canon of Scripture. And our Tradition is alſo 
as univerſal, for there are not more Fathers who 
teſtify for the Canon of Scripture, in the three 
firſt Centuries, or before the Council of Nice, 
than there are who teſtify for all the Points now 
in diſpute. - So that our Evidence for the one is 
full as good as for the other. . 
In the next place “ our learned Opponent ob- 
ſerves that I had ſaid, that the Anſwerer and the 
learned Author differ in this, as far as I am able 


Do judge in the Caſe, that the Author is for making 


Srripture and that primitive, univerſal, and unin- 


bel No juſt Grounds, p. 54. 
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terrupted Tradition, by which we receive the Ca- 


non of Scripture, to go hand in hand together, 
and mutually to ſupport each other; but the An- 


 faverer is for ſetting them at Variance, and making 


them to thwart and oppoſe each other. But he 
conceives he has given no occaſion for ſuch a 


Charge: For, ſays he, he is not for ſetting them 


any way at Variance, but for uſing both as Occa- 
fion offers , only he is for aſcribing to each its pro- 


per Office, and not making Scripture truckle to a- 


dition, if any Difference unhappily ariſe betwixt 


them. But is it not ſetting Scripture and Tra- 


dition at Variance, to ſay that ſuch Tradition as 


teaches any thing, as of Neceſſity to Salvation, 


which the Scripture has not taught at all, is op- 
poſite to Scripture, interferes with Scripture, is 


contrary to Scripture, and the like? Would not 
he be thought to ſet the Common Law and Sta- 
tute Law in this Nation at Variance, who ſhould 


ſay, that to ſet up any thing as obligatory | 
Cuſtom, which is not mention'd by any Act %* 


Parliament, is to ſet up what interferes with, and 
is oppoſite and contrary to the Statute Book? 


And that he who makes any thing to be a Law b 

Cuſtom only, makes the Statute Book truckle to 
Cuſtom? Yet this is plainly the Caſe here. He 
fays, to teach any thing as neceſſary to Salvation, 
which the Scripture has not taught at all, is to 
make Scripture truckle to Tradition. But he 
muſt firſt ſnew us, which he has not been able 
to do, that the Scripture any Where tells us, ei- 
ther in expreſs Words, or any fair Conſequence, 
that all things neceſſary to Salvation are taught 
in Scripture. For I have fhew'd that all the 
Texts he has produc'd to this Purpoſe only refer 
us to the Old Teſtament, and therefore do not an- 
{wer his Purpoſe: For if they are not to be under- 
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ſtood excluſive of other Means of Salvation, they 
do not exclude Tradition; and if they are under- 
ſtood excluſive, then they exclude the New Teſta- 
ment as well as Tradition. It is true, Ido own the 
Scripture for the Rule of Faith, and that we are 
not to forſake that out of regard to Tradition, but 
ſtedfaſtly adhere to it, whenſoever. any unſcriptural 
Tradition comes in Competition with it. But then 
J do not conceive that Tradition comes in Com- 
petition with it, which teaches nothing contra- 
1 to it, though it may happen to teach ſome- 
thing wherein the Scripture 1s ſilent; for think, 
and fo I believe does every Body beſides our 
learned Opponent, that there is a great Differ- 
ence betwixt teaching what is contrary to Scrip- 
ture, and teaching what the 5 dr ſays no- 
thing of. ei or | 


" 
=y 


The Doctor, adds our learned Opponent, ex- 


claims loudly againſt the Anſwerer, for ſaying the 
Author of the Reaſons is for ſetting up Tradition, 


as rather to be attended to than Scripture. Upon 


which he ſays, Y/hbether this be not the true State 
of the Difference, I leave to any unprejudic'd Per- 
ſon to determine. And truly I am very willing to 
do the fame: For, I conceive, no. unprejudic'd 


Perſon can think, that to ſay Tradition is to be 
attended to where the Scripture is ſilent, is to 


ſlay, that Tradition is rather to be attended to 
than Scripture. For it is not leaving Scripture to 
ſet up Tradition, if we attend to Scripture where- 
ever it ſpeaks, and to Tradition akdy where the 


Scripture does not ſpeak at all, or not ſo clearly 
as Tradition. * But Mr. Deacon has fo fully an- 


ſwer'd all that our learned Opponent has ſaid in 


„ pflaintiff s Charge diſproy'd and turn'd upon himſelf 


by the Detendant, ec, 
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this and the next Paragraph, that I need take no 
farther Notice of them,. only tolet him know that 


I thit k, except he can better prove his Charge a- 
gainf} the Author of the Reaſons, and Mr. Dea- 


con, he ought, (as f he 1 to do, if he 
e done that Author the: Wrong thus com- 
puin'd of) to beg that Author's and Mr. Deacon's 


Pardon. The moſt that the Author of the Rea- 
ſons, Mr. Deacon, the Author of the Neceſſity of 


an Alteration," or my felt, or indeed any of us 
have ſaid on this Occaſion, amounts to no more 
than whit Dr. Hammond taught without Cenſure 
above fixty Years ago in his + Practical Cate- 
chiſm, v lere he ſays expreſly, That next the Scrip- 
ture, the Catholick Church of the firſt and pureſt 
Times (eſpecially when the ſubſequent Ages do alſo 
accord with that for many hundred Years) is the 
greateſt Authority, whence it follows, that Meek- 
neſs requires my Obedience and Submiſſion to the 
Catholic Apoſtoliok Church, and not to the Par- 
ticular wherein I live; ſo far as that I am to re- 
tain that Catholick Apoſtolick, and not this novel, 
corrupt, not Catholict Doctrine. Therefore if the 

Church wherein I was baptized, ſhall by Authori- 
ty or Law ſet up that which, if it be not contrary 
to plain Words of Scripture, is yet contrary to the 


Dofrine or Practice of the univerſal Church of the 


firſt and pureſt Times, Meekneſs requires me in no Caſe 
to ſubſcribe to, or att any thing which is contrary. 
to this Catholick Doctrine This is all we have 


pleaded for, and is therefore far from ſetting up 


Tradition, as rather to be attended to than Scrip- 
ture, which our learned Opponent continually 
I No juſt Groynds, 2. 56. 5 

} Practical Cat. Lib. 2. Sect. 1. p. 31. firſt Vol. of his 
Works. | 
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that we do. We only ſet up Tradition 
as the next Authority to Scripture, an Authority 
that is to be obeyed where the Scripture is ſilent 
or not clear. Therefore our Opponent's Suggeſ- 
tion, which he has ſo much inſiſted on, is appa- 
rently wrong. And by his conſtant repeating 
and endeayouring to maintain this Suggeſtion, he 
only ſhews that he cannot diſtinguiſh betwixt 


what is to be obeyed in the firſt place, and what 


in the ſecond; ſuppoſing, that nothing can com- 
mand our Obedience in the next place to Scripture, 
and. be allowed to require our Obedience where 
the Scripture is ſilent, but it muſt be ſet up as 
rather to be attended to than Scripture; but I hope 
the judicious Reader will ſee the Difference, and 
ently the Falſeneſs of the Suggeſtion. 

I need not detain the Reader with what is ſaid 
about Homer and Virgil, we are agreed that nei- 
ther thoſe, nor any other ancient Authors are to be 
underſtood without the Help of Tradition, and 
a Knowledge of the Cuſtoms and Practices of 
the Times wherein they wrote. As to what he 
fays of the City Charter, and a Grant of an 
Eſtate, he has himſelf * given an Anſwer which 
directly ſerves our Purpoſe as much as any thing 


we can deſire: Which is this, Since your Cuſtom 


#s of ſo long ſtanding, that the true Original can- 
not be traced out, you are concern'd to follow it, 


though withal not ſo much from the Age of it, as 


becauſe it may juſtly be ſuppoſed” that there was 
ſome reaſonable, and perhaps valuable Conſidera- 
tion, for the firſt Allowance of it. This is exact- 
ly parallel to our Caſe ; and we fay, Since theſe 


Traditions are of ſo long ſtanding, that the true 
Original cannot be traced out, we are concern'd to 


No juſt Grounds, p. 59. 
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follow: them, though not ſo much from the Ape of 
them, as Neues it may juſtly be ſuppoſed they 
avere enjoined by the Apoſtles, ke Authority we 
ought to be obedient to. 
He obſerves, * that the Author of the Neceſity 


of an Alteration repreſents Tradition, as an Au- 


thority obligh 1 us to what we are not obliged to by 
Scripture, and that I take it only as an Evidente 
or Witneſs to inform us what the Scriptures have 


always been underſtood to require. And deſires us 
to' decide this between our ſelves. 1 truft therefore 
that I have now decided it, when I own that I 


declare my ſelf of the Opinion Doctor Hammond 


was above ſixty Years ago, That Primitive and 
Catholick Tradition is to be obey'd where it does 


not contradict Scripture (which I am fatisfied no 
Primitive Catholick Tradition ever did) as being 


the next Authority to Scripture, and above the 


Authority of any particular Church whatſoever : 
And that we are obliged to conform to the Doctrine 


and Practice of the Univerſal Church in the firſt 
and pureſt Times, whatever any particular Church 


fall ordain to the contrary, and whatever we may 
ſifer by it. If therefore I have ſaid any thing 
which may ſeem not rect to this Opinion, 
1 here retract it. 

I faid, that our Saviour, by ſayin he would 
drink 10 more of the Fruit of the 5 
mean no other than that he would drink no more 
of the Paſchal Cup. This, F fays our learned 


Opponent, i, perfectly begging the Queſtion, un- 


 teſs he could have proved that our Lord could not 
poſſibly mean his own Euchariflick Cup. I will 


therefore here give the Reader the Proofs Dr. 
Hammond has- given, why in St. Mat: Pew and 


No juſt Grounds, p. 60. 4 Ibid. p. Fr. YE 
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St. Mark, as well as in St. Ln by the Words 


Fruit of the Vi ine, we are to underſtand the Paſ- 
chal Cup : where he will find Dr. Hammond does. 
not ra, this as an Explanation made upon Con- 


22 as * the Opponent repreſents him to 
ave done, but as an UNQUESTIONABLE rendring 
and clearing all Difficulties. The Doctor having 


in his Comment upon this Text, as it ſtands in 
St. Matthew's Goſpel, given two Interpretations. 


of it which are apparently weak, fays, © But 
« the Truth is, there is a third Way of inter- 
„ preting this Verſe, which by comparing it 


% with the Words of St. Luke, ſeems much the 


00 moſt probable of all, that this yimue © du- 
ce 


cc 


Paſſover peculiarly, or the Cup of Charity in 


For that.Chriſt was now to dic, and neither 
« before, nor after his Death and Reſurrection, 


« Ggn'd to a Chriſtian Uſe, is ſufficiently evi- 
« dent. To this therefore is agreeable what he 


& the Sacrament of Charity, to be ob 
cc Chriftian Church for ever after. And there- 
© fore it is obſervable in St. Lyke, that the Words 
& are directly applied, chap. xxii. 16. to the Pa/- 
4 ſover, I have deſir'd to eat this Paſſover, for I 
& will no more eat, F ans thereof, or of that; 
« that is, of the Paſſover, c. and by repeating 
& the Words again of the Cup, ver. 1 It is all 


No juſt Grounds, p. 40. 
| _ © Reaſon 


Ti, Fruit of the Vine, ſignifies the Cup in the 


the Poſicenium of the Paſſover, wherein the 
« Sacrament of Chriſt's Blood was founded: 


to eat any more Paſſovers with them, or any 
% more to drink this Cup of Charity, now de- 


ce ſaith, Lake xxii.15. With defire have I deſired 

to eat this Paſſover with you before I ſuffer, 

“ meaning now to tranſmute this Cu wp there into 
S 


rv'd in the 


0 125 ) 


& Reaſon that that be rendred of the Cup in the 
4 Paſſover, or the Sacramental Cup of Charity, 
nas the former of the Bread in that Poftcenium. 
“ This appears to me an UNQUESTIONABLE 
c REND RINGO AND CLEARING ALL Dirricul- 


% Tits.” And the Truth is, if St. Matthew and 


St. Mark are not interpreted by St. Luke, who 
expreſly teaches, that it was the Paſchal Cup 


Which our Saviour call'd the Fruit of the Vine, 


there will be found ſuch Difficulties as I am per- 
ſuaded our learned Opponent cannot get over. 
He obſerves, * that I add that we learn from 
Juſtin Martyr, that the Apoſtles did direct that 
the Euchariſtical Cup ſhould contain Wine with a 
Mixture of Water. And takes Notice, that the 
Author of the Reaſons and Defence had likewiſe 
Told us this before. But, adds, neither he nor the 
Doctor has been able to produce the Words in which 


Juſtin affirms it; otherwiſe it was to be hoped we 


might have ſeen them. But I conceive the Au- 


thor of the Defence did tell the Words wherein 
Juſtin teaches, that the Apoſtles did direct that 
the Enchariſtical Cup ſhould contain Wine mixed 
with Water; when, after ſhewing how that Fa- 


ther tells the Emperor, that The Deacons gave 
all the Congregation part of the Bread, Wine and 
Water which was Euchariſtixed; he imme- 
diately ſubjoins | that Juſtin adds, that The 
 Apoſiles were commanded by our Saviour to cele- 
brate in the ſame manner; which is the very Senſe 
of Fuftin's Words I have here cited a little be- 
fore; and in which he particularly teaches, that 
Water made part of the Cup, as the Apoſtles 
taught our Saviour inſtituted it; otherwiſe. his 


No juſt Grounds, 5. 62. 
i Defence of Reaſons, Ot. P. 4. 
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Argument of the Demons teaching 'their Prieſts 
to offer a Cup of Water in the Myſteries of My- 


.thra, had been no Imitation of this Sacrament, 


as he ſays it was. It the Reader will look back 
upon the Paſlage, as I have cited it from Juſtin, 
he will ſee that Juſtin does plainly enough affirm, 
that they were taught by the Apoſtles to offer 
Water in the Eucharift as well as Wine, though 


dur learned Opponent can find no Words to that 


Purpoſe. 


And thus, ſays our learned Opponent, * 7 take 


leave of this Doctor, till he ſhall pleaſe to call a- 
gain upon me. But with this following Requeſt; 


That he will pleaſe to inform me how long he has 


' known Three of the Four Uſages contended for, to 
be of ſuch Neceſſity as he now repreſents them to 


be; and what new Diſcoveries he has made in their 


Favour, ſince he left the Communion of which he 
was. Before that one was only neceſſary, and the 
other three only deſired. And I cannot apprehend 
how the Framing and Enjoining a New Communi- 


on Office could make thoſe Eſſential which were 


not ſo before. Now ſuppoſe I ſhould give no An- 
ſwer to this Requeſt, what would it ſignify? 


Would the Merits of the Cauſe be better or 


worſe, for my changing my Opinion? Suppoſe 
he had . to 1 bins Rowe long i pad 
been a Non- juror? It is very certain I was not 
always ſo. Does it make the Non-juror's Cauſe 
better or worſe, to ſay I have changed my Opi- 
nion with relation to it? Will he aſk me what 
New Diſcoveries I have made in the Non-juror's 
Favour, which I had not, or might not have 


made before? It is certain there is no more Rea- | 


lon why any one ſhould be a Non-juror now, 


No juſt Grounds, p. 63. 
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than there was why he ſhould have been one ten 
or twenty Years ago, if he was then required to 


take the Oaths, as I was. If therefore any one 


ſhould aſk me why I am a Non-juror now, yet 
was not fo then, and what New Diſcoveries I 


have made ſince? I ſhould readily Anſwer, that 
J have made no New Diſcoveries ſince, which 1 


might not as eaſily have made before if I had ſer 


about it: That I was too much led by the Ex- 


_— of others, whom I looked upon as very 
wile and very good Men; and therefore did not 
ſo well attend to, nor ſo ſeriouſly conſider and 
examine the Arguments on both ſides, as I ought 
to have done. I fatisfy'd my ſelf with Salvo's 
and colourable Arguments, which upon farther 
Examination I found would not hold. And when 
T had fatisfied my ſelf that ſuch Salvo's would not 
bear a ſtrict Teſt, I then readily quitted all that 
I held by virtue of any Oaths IT had taken, and 


openly profeſſed my ſelf a Non-juror. If the 


learned Opponent thinks this to be a Prejudice 
to the Non-juror's Cauſe, that I was not always 


of their Opinion; I defire he will be pleaſed to 


tell me ſo. If it be not, I can't ſee how it is any 


Prejudice to our Cauſe in the preſent eee 
to ſay I was not always of the Opinion Jam now of. 


I muſt therefore needs fay, that this Requeſt is very 


impertinent, ſince it tends nothing to the Merits of 


the Cauſe which way ſoever it is to be anſwered. 
But perhaps it may be deſign'd to draw ſome 
perſonal Reflection upon me, as a Man variable 


in my Opinions, who can believe that to be Eſ- 
ſential to Day, which I did not think to be fo 


Yeſterday. If fo, then whoſoever changes his 


Opinion, tho! for the better, juſtly diminiſhes 


his Reputation, and no Man muſt be allow'd to 
be wiſer one Day then he was the Day . 
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It is true, to change one's Opinion does imply 
Reflection, and ſuppoſes an Acknowledgement of 
Mittake: However, I think it is more reputable 
to acknowledge a Miſtake, when a Man becomes 
ſenſible that he was in one, than it is wilfully to 
perſiſt in it. Tho” ſuch is the Nature of Man, 
as I have found by Experience, that this is not 
to be done without ſome Struggles and Conflicts 
within himſelf. I am ſenſible how difficult it is 
to overcome an Error which a Man has long im- 
bibed: To believe not only that my ſelf, who 
am not worthy of Name or Notice, and whoſe 
Reputation, whether good or bad, is of no Con- 
ſequence except to my ſelf; but that a Church, 
which has made, and does make ſuch a Figure 
in the Chriſtian World as the Church of Eng- 
land; a Church that has more than once ſealed 
her Faith with the Blood both of her Fathers 
and her Sons; a Church that has protels'd to re- 
form her {elf according to the Standard of the 
truly Primitive and Apoſtolick Church; which 
has always had, and {till has many Members of 
her Communion deſervedly great and eminent for 
their Learning, Piety, and all other Virtues, | 
who have diligently ſearched the Scriptures and 

the Fathers, and whoſe Books I am not worthy 
to bear after them; that this Church, to which 
theſe great Men have and do ſtrictly adhere, and 
which they extol as nceding no farther Re- 
formation either in Doctrine or her Form of 
Worſhip, ſhould yet at laſt be found to be 
defective in Eſſential Points; this is indeed 
very difficult for one bred in her Communi- 
on to be brought to believe. And therefore 
it is not to be wonder'd, if after J became ſen- 
ſible that the four controverted Points were 
practiſed by the univerſal Church in the firſt and 
<2 | ©. pure 


— 


rr 


„ eee 
pureſt times, it was long before I could pore 
with my ſelf to believe them Eſfential Points, 
and neceffary to Salvation; or if when I was 

SF brought to believe one was fs, J yet hefitated as 
to the other three: My hearty Affection to the 
Church of England, the very great Eſteem and 
Veneration I had for her, made me unwilling to 
believe it poffible ſhe could have fo many De- 
fects. But when upon farther Conſideration, 
and, I truft, a more impartial Examination of all 
'theſe Points, I found the Light to be clear, and 
the Defection palpably diſcernable; I could not 
but ſee and acknowledge it. 3 

Theſe are the Reaſons which cauſed me to be- 
lieve all the controverted Points to be defideran- 
da only, for a confiderabte time before I could 
perſuade my felf they were any of them EGeutial. 
But as I for ſome time applied my {elf to examine 
the Oblation and Invocation, dee I fer my ſelf 
o examine what was to be judged concerning the 
Mixture and Prayer for the Dead, fol was ſooner 
convinced of their Eſſentiality. However, when 
I came to read the Liturgies, as, publiſh'd by Re- 
naudotius, (a Book recommended to me by a 
very learned worthy Gentleman of our Oppo- 
nent's Communion) and finding moft of theſe 
Liturgies, as well as that in the Sonftirurions: * 
ſpeak of our Saviour's mixing the Cup at the In- 
itution, and that there was. not one of them 
that omitted Prayers for the Dead, I thought E 
N farther to examine thofe Points than I 
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ad done before, and was then alſo convinced of 
their Eſſe entiality. This I did before the Fram- 
ing and Enjoining a New Communion Office. 
And I have in my Diſcourſe upon the Liturgicè, 
lately publiſh'd, given my Reaſons at large why 

{ believe all theſe to be Eſentia! Points: And if 

8 our 


Tre] 


dur learned Opponent can return a ſatisfactory 
Anſwer to the Reaſons there given, he may ſay, 


4 >. * . 


* learned Author of No Reaſon, &c. had taught 
me, That in this Caſe, no fear of its Conſequences 
might diſſuade, from, nor could juſtify the Refuſal 
of it; but each one muſt faithfully diſcharge his 
Duty, and leave the Events to God's all-wiſe Pro- 
widence, which over-rules all things, and can eaſily 
Cauſe them to work together for good to them that 


love him. Therefore, being denied that one Point 


which I believed an Eſſential Point of Religion, 
and being uncapable of enjoying it in the Com- 
munion of our Opponent and his Friends, (for I 
could not receive the Communion at the Hands 
of thoſe who refuſed me what I believed an Eſ- 


ſential Part of it) J immediately joined my felt 


to thoſe in whoſe Communion I was perſuaded 
Imight faithfully diſcharge my Duty. And their 


- requuring ſome things of me which I had long 
been perſuaded were de/ideranda, which I as well 


as they deſired might be reſtor d, could be no 


Objection ro my Communion with them, ſuppo- 


* No Reaſon, exc, p. 89. 
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ſing I had never been induced to believe them to 
be Eſential. For the Refuſal of ons Efential 
Part of Religion, as I have ſhew'd the learned 
Author of No Reaſon allows, was ſufficient to 
juſtify my leaving the Communion in which that 
was refuled me: And the Addition of what I be- 
liev'd deſirable, I am well fatisfy'd ought not to 
have kept me from the Communion of thoſe with 
whom I have joined. And if upon Conference 
with thoſe with whom I now hold Communion, 
and a farther Enquiry made into the other con- 
troverted Points, I e been induced to believe 
them alſo to be EHential, IJ ſec not what Advan- 
tage this will be to our Opponent's Cauſe: For 
though the Framing and Enjoining a new Commu- 
nion Office could not make thoſe Eſſential which 
were not ſo before; yet J might be, and certainly 
was induced by other Reaſons to believe them to 


be ſo: Which Reaſons I have now given in 80 


Diſcourſe upon the Liturgies lately publiſh'd, 


and in this Treatiſe alſo. 
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Books lately printed for Riefarr Kine, at 


be Princes Arms in St. Paul's Church yard. 


I. X Collection of the principal Liturgies us d 
| by the Chriftian Church, in the Cele- 


bration of the holy Euchariſt: Particularly the 


Ancient, viz. the Clementine, as it ſtands in the 


Bock call'd, The Apoſtolick Conſtitutions, the Li- 


turgies of St. James, St. Mart, St. Chryſoftom, 


St. Bazil, &c. tranſlated into Engliſh by ſeveral 
Hands. With a Diſſertation upon them, ſhew- 
ing their Uſefulneſs and Authority, and pointing 


out their ſeveral Corruptions and Interpolations. 
By Tho. Brett, L. L. D. But before all Things, 
this we muſt be ſure of eſpecially, that this Supper 
be in ſuch wiſe done and miniſired, as our Lord 
and Saviour did and commanded to be. done, as his 
Holy Apoſtles us'd it, and the good Fathers in the 
primitive Church frequented it. Church of Eng- 


lands Homily concerning the Sacrament. Part I. 


II. The Unreaſonableneſs of Deiſm, or the cer- 
tainty of a Divine Revclation, evinc'd from the 


Dictates of Reaſon in encral, and the Evidence 
of our oy Chriſtian Faith in particular. With 


ſome Reflections on our Modern Pretenders to 
Free Thinking. Alſo Modern Pleas for Anarchy 


and Rebellion, review'd or, a particular Exami- 


nation of the Sens of St. Peter and St. Paul, 


concerning the Meaſures of Submiſſion to the | 
Civil Power. With ſome Reflections on the 


Reaſofiableneſt, as well as Divinity, of the old 
Doctrine of Paſſive Obedience and Non-Reæſiſt- 


ance; being the Whole of the Work, and the 
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